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ELVIS BISONG TAMBE 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN POLITICS 

ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION IN NEW DEMOCRACIES: 

Applying Existing Models of Turnout to New Democracies in Africa, East Asia and 

Post-Communist Europe 

 

ABSTRACT   

This dissertation explores the question of why people vote in the new democracies of 

sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Central and Eastern European countries. Although 

the focus of the study is on new democracies, I also examine Western European 

democracies, as they provide theoretical and empirical benchmarks against which to 

compare the new democracies, thus helping us to identify which of three patterns holds: 

(1) To see if there is something distinctive about voting at the individual level in new 

democracies as a whole - that is, to see if these new democracies broadly resemble each 

other but differ from the established democracies of Western Europe; or (2) to see if the 

new democracies are generally similar to Western European countries, and therefore 

confirm established research truths; or (3) to see if each region is unique in its own way.  

Bivariate and multivariate logistic regression analyses are implemented on individual-

level survey data from the Afrobarometer, AsiaBarometer, Eurobarometer and 

Comparative Survey of Electoral Systems to investigate what affects the individual’s 

propensity to vote across the four regions.  Having tested the various explanations of the 

decision to vote across the geo-political regions, the major conclusion is that while 

some of the models are largely applicable in these emerging democracies, others are 

not. The approaches that perform best are the resources, mobilisational and cultural 
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models, the various indicators of which significantly increase the chances of an 

individual turning out to vote. On the other hand, our results across the four geo-

political regions offer some contradictory results with regards to the impact of 

satisfaction with democracy, education and people’s perceptions of their individual and 

country’s economy outlooks on voting. Overall, however, the bigger picture in relation 

to voting in emerging democracies confirms that political behaviour of voters or citizens 

in these regions is influenced by many of the same factors that determine the electoral 

behaviour of citizens in established democracies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10 

 

 

 

 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

Chapter One: Introduction        12 

1.1 Research Problem         14 

1.2 Research Contribution        15 

1.3 New-Democracies         17 

1.4 Structure of the Thesis        19 

Chapter Two: A Theoretical and Empirical Review of the Literature on Electoral 

Participation                      23 

2.1 Contending Theories – General Features of the Theories of Voter Turnout                   24 

2.2 Democratic Theories, ‘Founding Elections’ Social Capital and Electoral Turnout in 

      New Democracies – An Overview                                                                                  25 

2.3 Theories of Electoral Participation                                                                                  30 

2.4 Resource Model                     30 

2.5 Political Culture Model        39 

2.6 Mobilisation Model         48 

2.7 Political and Institutional Model       56 

2.8 Rational Choice Model        66 

2.9 Summary of Hypotheses        71 

2.10 Electoral Participation in Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern European Countries 73 

2.11 Summary and Conclusion        76 

Chapter Three: Research Methodology and Design     77 

3.1 Comparative Framework and Parameters for Comparing the Regions   77 

3.2 The Case for Multilevel Analysis       81 

3.3 Research Design         82 

3.4 Data          86 

3.5 Selection of Cases         91 

3.6 Conceptualisation and Operationalisation of Variables    94 

Chapter Four: Regional Variations in Electoral Participation: Descriptive Statistics and 

Bivariate Relationships        113 

4.1 A Cross-National Bivariate Association      114 

4.2 Bivariate Associations – Western European Democracies    115 

4.3 Bivariate Association – African Democracies     133 

4.4 A Bivariate Association – Central and Eastern European Democracies  153 

4.5 A Bivariate Association – East Asian Democracies     172 

4.6 Theoretical Matching – Based on Bivariate Result from the Four Regions  190 

4.7 Summary and Conclusions        199 

Chapter Five: The Impact of Individual and Contextual Influences on the Likelihood of 

Voting in Western Europe        201

   

5.1 Estimating the Influence of Individual and Institutional Variables on the Likelihood of 

Voting Across the Four Regions        204 

5.2 Who Votes in Europe? A Multivariate Explanation of Electoral Participation in 10 

Established Democracies in Western Europe      205 

5.3 Data and Operationalisation        206 

5.4 Who Votes? Predicting Individual and Contextual Determinants of Electoral  

Participation          211 

5.5 Main Regression Results        218 

5.6 Analysis and Discussion        221 



11 

 

 

 

5.7 Summary and Conclusion        225 

Chapter Six: An Explanation of Electoral Participation in New Democracies of Central 

and Eastern Europe                                                                                                          226 

6.1 Who Votes in Central and Eastern Europe? A Multivariate Explanation of Electoral 

Participation in 10 Countries        227 

6.2 Data and Operationalisation        228 

6.3 Who Votes? Predicting Individual and Contextual Determinants of Electoral  

Participation          233 

6.4 Main Regression Results        240 

6.5 Analysis and Discussion        245 

6.6 Summary and Conclusion        249 

Chapter Seven: Electoral Participation in African Democracies: The Impact of Individual 

and Contextual Factors        251 

7.1 Data and Operationalisation        252 

7.2 Who Votes? Explaining African Electoral Participation    259 

7.3 Main Regression Results        267 

7.4 Analysis and Discussion        271 

7.5 Summary and Conclusion        275 

Chapter Eight: Who Votes in East Asia?      278 

8.1 Data and Operationalisation        279 

8.2 Who Votes in East Asia? Individual and Contextual Explanations    284 

8.3 Individual Level Determinants of Electoral Participation    285 

8.4 Contextual Level Determinants of Electoral Participation     291 

8.5 Main Regression Results         292 

8.6 Analysis and Discussion        296 

8.7 Summary and Conclusion        301 

Chapter Nine: A Comparative Overview of Who Votes Across the Four Regions: Are the 

Findings Consistent?         303 

9.1 Which Variables Matter and in Which Context?     303 

9.2 What We Now Know        306 

9.3 Conclusion          313 

Chapter Ten: Conclusion        315 

10.1 Summary of the Findings        315 

10.2 Limitations         317 

10.3 Implications          319 

10.4 Future Research         320 

Bibliography          324 

 

 

 

 

 



12 

 

 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Did you vote in last election? The question of why people turn out on election day has 

been a longstanding issue of debate among political scientists (Geys, 2006, p. 637). The 

central aim of this thesis is in twofold: first, to explain why people vote in the new 

democracies of sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern European countries. 

Second, but in particular to establish how well the models of voter turnout developed in 

advanced democracies can ‘travel’ to these newer democracies.  

These objectives are important because, over the past century, several waves of 

democracy have swept across the globe, bringing about representative democracy in 

places where it seemed inconceivable fifty years ago. The most recent tide of 

democratization was initiated in the mid-1970s, and ever since we have witnessed a 

global spread of democracy. It began in Southern Europe in the 1970s with the fall of 

the Portuguese dictatorship, then extended to Latin America in the 1980s and 

culminated in the 1990s with the first democratic elections for national representative 

institutions taking place in forty-four countries across Africa (22), Eastern Europe (19) 

and Asia (3) (International IDEA, 2002, p. 14). As a result of this change, the number of 

regimes in the world that are presently referred to as liberal democracies has increased 

such that it has become common to speak of a "third wave" of democratisation 

(Huntington, 1991).  

In this context, the question of electoral turnout is crucial. The future of democracy in 

both established and emerging systems depends to a significant extent on the electoral 

process. The existence of free and fair competitive elections is invariably considered 

one of the critical features that defines a nation as ‘‘democratic’’. Indeed, Schumpeter 
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(1942, p. 265) famously offered a strictly procedural definition of democracy: the 

democratic method is that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in 

which individual leaders acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle 

for the people’s vote. Although it is possible to argue for more stringent tests of a ‘‘true’’ 

democracy, it is however clear that elections are a central institution of democratic 

governance because they reflect the condition of democracy in as many ways as they 

define it
 
(LeDuc et al., 1996, p. 4). 

Most modern-day formulations of democratic theory recognise the irreplaceable 

significance of the ballot box for the potential control of elites by ordinary citizens by 

arguing that voting is democracy’s most fundamental act. Bennett (1986) suggests that 

voting is the only form of political participation undertaken by half the adult populace. 

One might rebuff this view by arguing this rather depends on the country and election. 

For example, there are many examples of elections that do not achieve majority turnout, 

including US presidential elections, European parliamentary elections in several 

European countries and local elections in countries such as the UK. Nevertheless, an 

important point to note, as Roberts (2008, p. 3) argues, is that voting is believed to keep 

community life vital and public institutions accountable. It resolves conflict through ‘‘a 

participatory process of ongoing, proximate self-legislation and the creation of a 

political community capable of transforming dependent private individuals into free 

citizens and the partial and private interest into public goods.’’ Moreover, voting is the 

main instrument by which citizens can express their choices and influence policy in 

democracies. As a result, Lanning (2008) argues that voter turnout is an exact and key 

indicator for a functioning democracy. 
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Since elections have been so widely regarded as the heartbeat of democracy, it is 

understandable that electoral participation has been a widely studied phenomenon in the 

literature of comparative politics (Diwakar, 2008, p. 75). Nonetheless, the question of 

why people vote has received greater attention among scholars of Western democracies. 

These studies have not just been limited to voting at the individual level but have also 

incorporated voting at the aggregate level with a special focus on declining turnout and 

cross-national variations in turnout (Blais and Carty, 1990; Blais and Dobrzynska, 1998; 

Franklin, 2004; Jackman, 1987; Powell, 1980). There is certainly much of value in these 

studies and many interesting results have been produced. However, the question of why 

people vote in newly emerging democracies has yet to receive significant attention. 

Several studies have examined electoral participation within a single country or region 

(Kuenzi and Lambright, 2011; Bratton et al., 2012; Orvista et al., 2005; Fuh-Sheng 

Hsieh and Newman, 2002; Tambe, 2016; 2017a), but little attention has been given to 

cross-national research that explores the nature of electoral participation across new 

democracies after more than twenty years of democratic transition and experience.  

 

1.1 RESEARCH PROBLEM 

This thesis, therefore, focuses on the following central research question: Why do people 

vote in new democracies? That is, what influences people’s decisions to vote? Relatedly 

it also addresses the question of how well do models that were developed in established 

democracies ‘‘travel’ ’to new democracies? In order to furnish an answer to this puzzle, 

I rely on individual level survey data from Afrobarometer, AsiaBarometer and 

Eurobarometer to examine the factors that affect the individual propensity to vote in 9 

countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, 4 in East Asia and 12 countries in Central/Eastern 

Europe, giving a grand total of 25 new democracies across the three geo-political 
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regions. Although the focus of this thesis is on new democracies, it is equally important 

to examine what is happening in Western European democracies in relation as well, as 

this provides an empirical benchmark against which to compare the voting behaviour in 

Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern Europe: Is the process by which 

voters turn out in elections in the new democracies broadly similar to that we find in the 

established democracies of Western Europe? The established democracies provide both 

theoretical and empirical benchmarks against which to compare the new democracies.  

Having established the research question that this study seeks to answer, the rest of this 

introductory chapter deals with the expected contribution of this study and the structure 

of the thesis. In addition, it is important to clarify the term new democracies as it is 

applied in this study. The terms new democracies, transitional democracies, emerging 

and young democracies tend to be used interchangeably by scholars and most of the 

time these scholars are inclined to assume that readers understand their usage. I shall 

therefore also dedicate a few words to this issue in this introductory chapter.  

 

1.2 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTION  

‘Democracy is not just a spectator sport - it requires the active involvement of it 

citizens’ (Dalton, 2000, p. 57). This implies that a healthy democracy will need the 

active participation of the citizenry. Thus, the question of what influences people to 

participate in politics within a given polity becomes important and warrants 

investigation. Specifically, this thesis therefore intends to make a contribution to 

political and electoral participation research in three ways. 

Firstly, understanding electoral participation at the individual level is in itself an 

important research topic. Nevertheless, it is important to explain why it is particularly 
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interesting to focus on new democracies. The question of why or what influences people 

to vote has been fully explored by scholars in advanced industrial democracies. Yet, 

even after more than twenty years of democratic experience, cross-national comparative 

research on voting at the individual level in newly emerging democracies is rare. This is 

an empirical gap this thesis fills by providing a broad examination and explanation of 

electoral participation in young democracies. 

Secondly, this thesis aims at theory - testing. With this ambition in mind, I ask whether 

the standard models and explanations that have been developed in respect to established 

democracies work as well in newer democracies. In trying to explain what influences 

people to vote at the individual level, I rely solely on models and theories that may be 

considered as Western constructed. How far can these Western generated theories travel 

in the age of globalisation and the spread of democracy? Does their explanation of 

voting at the individual level fit well the emerging democracies of Africa, East Asia and 

post-Communist East European states? This study will help us assess the validity and 

applicability of these models for new democracies.  

Thirdly, by comparing Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern European countries, I 

intend to contribute to the literature on electoral participation at the individual level by 

finding out if there are similarities of outcome, which might be expected given the 

relative newness of democratic elections in these regions, or if there are systematic 

differences between the various geo-political regions. In a nutshell, my goal is to 

understand which of three patterns holds:  

(1) To see if there is something distinctive about voting at the individual level in new 

democracies as a whole - that is, to see if these new democracies broadly resemble each 

other but differ from the established democracies of Western Europe; or (2) to see if the 
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new democracies are generally similar to Western European countries, and therefore 

confirm established research truths; or (3) to see if each region is unique in its own way.   

 

1.3 NEW-DEMOCRACIES  

What is the meaning of new-democracies? In order to address this question, the best 

place to begin is with Samuel Huntington’s path-breaking study The Third Wave: - 

Democratisation in the Late Twentieth Century. Based on this study, our 

operationalisation of countries we deem to be new democracies, transitional 

democracies, emerging or young democracies, is defined by three broad criteria:  

 Countries that have experienced the end of authoritarian rule. 

 Countries that have experienced the installation of a democratic regime.  

  Countries that are experiencing the consolidation of their democratic regimes.  

Firstly, the countries referred to in this study as new democracies encompass countries 

that have experienced the end of authoritarian rule during the ‘third wave’ of 

democratisation. Huntington (1991) defines a wave of democratisation as a group of 

transitions from non-democratic to democratic regimes that occurs within a specific 

period of time and that significantly outnumbers transitions in the opposite direction 

during that same period of time. The third wave of democratisation has occurred at 

different time intervals: First, it manifested itself in southern Europe in 1974, then 

moved to Latin America in the late 1970s, then to Asia early in 1977, and finally to 

post-Communist East European states and African countries in 1989 and the early 

1990s.   

Secondly, when I use the term new democracies, I am referring not just to countries that 

have experienced the end of authoritarian rule, but that have also witnessed the 
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introduction of a democratic regime. Huntington (1991, p. 9) argues that the 

inauguration of a democratic regime was only confirmed in terms of the degree to which 

a country introduced procedural democracy. Since popular elections are considered to 

be the essence of democracy, a critical point in the process of democratisation depends 

on the replacement of the authoritarian leaders with a government that was chosen or 

selected in a free, open and fair election. 

Thirdly, Huntington (1991, p. 35) argues that ‘the circumstances that contribute to the 

initial establishment of a democratic regime, may not contribute to its consolidation and 

long-term stability’. Based on this, the operationalisation of countries as new 

democracies in this study refers to countries that have succeeded in consolidating their 

democratic regimes.  Huntington (1991, pp. 266 – 267) provides a narrow definition of 

the term based on a two-turnover test. He suggests that a country could be viewed as 

consolidated if the party that takes power in the initial election at the time of transition 

loses a subsequent election and the opposition party that ousts an incumbent is also 

defeated in a subsequent election. Stepan (1990, p. 44), on the other hand, provides a 

broad and arguably more meaningful definition of the concept of democratic 

consolidation that centres on the institutionalisation of the party system. In order to 

become institutionalised, parties need to be competitive by demonstrating congruence 

with the citizens’ policy priorities, and opposition parties in particular must therefore 

represent credible democratic alternatives, which requires retaining an independent 

ideological and institutional existence.  The cases selected for empirical analysis in this 

thesis will be defined by adherence to these three criteria. In practical terms, this is 

achieved by limiting case-selection to transitional democracies that are considered 

democratic according to Freedom House ratings which capture the political rights in 

each country, especially the fairness of their elections. This, therefore, reduces the 
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number of countries I intend to study to 25 (i.e. 9 in sub-Saharan Africa, 4 in East Asia 

and 12 in Central/Eastern Europe). 

 

1.4 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS  

This thesis is divided into ten chapters. After this introductory chapter, the second 

chapter provides a theoretical and empirical review of the existing literature on political 

and electoral participation. The fact that these theories motivate the research question 

and hypotheses helps us not just to use existing theories to explain people’s voting 

decisions, but it also provides the leeway to evaluate them critically as we see how far 

they can be stretched to explain voter turnout in emerging democracies.  

The third chapter deals with the research design and data upon which the entire thesis 

rests. Here, an overview of the data to be used is discussed. The chapter also describes 

the method employed in this thesis, while also illustrating the different methodological 

challenges associated with studies of voting behaviour. Issues relating to case selection, 

the measurement of dependent and independent variables and the rationale for focusing 

on new democracies in Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and post-Communists states are 

all discussed.  

Chapters 4 to 8 are the main empirical chapters. Here I move from description and 

research design to verifying explanations and facts. Using individual level data derived 

from the Afrobarometer, Asian barometer and Eurobarometer datasets, I run a series of 

models to assess and explain the reason why people vote in sub-Saharan Africa, East 

Asia and Central/Eastern European countries. Data from the Comparative Survey of 

Electoral Systems (CSES) will also be used to establish the benchmark of West 
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European electoral behaviour against which to compare findings from the new 

democracies. 

Chapter Four examines regional variations in electoral participation by employing 

individual level survey data to report descriptive and bivariate associations between the 

independent and dependent variables. The initial results of these bivariate analyses 

across new and established democracies with regards to people’s propensity to vote do 

suggest quite a lot of agreement across the four regions. Nonetheless, for us to be more 

certain of this, we need to engage with multivariate modelling which is the task of the 

subsequent empirical chapters.    

Chapter Five begins with a multivariate analysis of the impact of individual and 

contextual factors on the likelihood of voting in ten Western European countries. We 

start by conducting a series of discrete models that look at the effects of each of the 

theoretical models on voting separately, before concluding with an expanded model that 

looks at the effects of individual and contextual characteristics simultaneously in a 

single model. The results show that most of the explanatory variables which we derive 

from previous research are indeed significant in the expected direction in our data.  

Chapter Six builds on Chapter Five, using similar multivariate approach to address the 

central research question of why people vote in new democracies by focusing on 

Central and Eastern European countries. As in the previous chapter, I begin with simple 

logistic regression models of particular explanations, before moving on to a full model 

incorporating all effects simultaneously. The results suggest quite a lot of similarities 

between post-Communist Eastern European countries and Western European cases, 

with very few differences across the two regions.  
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In Chapter Seven, our focus turns to the new democracies of sub-Saharan Africa. Once 

again, we proceed in the manner established in the two previous empirical chapters for 

Eastern and Western Europe (i.e., by breaking down a citizen’s propensity to turn out in 

elections along the lines of each of the key theoretical perspectives individually, before 

turning to a more comprehensive model in which all terms are entered simultaneously). 

The results confirm that African voters are largely influenced by the same factors that 

impact voters’ decisions in Western democracies, subject to a few differences regarding 

the effect of efficacy, satisfaction with democracy, and people’s perceptions of their 

national and individual economic outlooks. 

Chapter Eight follows the same pattern with respect to an analysis of who votes in four 

East Asian countries, based on self-reported turnout data collected by the Asia 

Barometer surveys. Findings show that, while some variables are generally consistent 

with those of, established democracies, in other instances the results pose a serious 

challenge to the mainstream models of electoral participation.  

Finally, Chapter Nine provides a comparative overview of how much consistency and 

variation we find across the four geo-political regions. Chapter Ten summarises and 

drawn broad conclusion from the analysis, in light of which recommendation are made 

for future research. That said, the major conclusion is that while some of the models are 

largely applicable in these emerging democracies, others are not. The approaches that 

perform best are the resources, mobilisational and cultural models, the various 

indicators of which significantly increase the chances of an individual turning out to 

vote. On the other hand, our results across the four geo-political regions offer some 

contradictory results with regards to the impact of satisfaction with democracy, 

education and people’s perceptions of their individual and country’s economy outlooks 



22 

 

 

 

on voting. Overall, however, the bigger picture in relation to voting in emerging 

democracies confirms that political behaviour of voters or citizens in these regions is 

influenced by many of the same factors that determine the electoral behaviour of 

citizens in established democracies.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

A THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL REVIEW OF THE 

LITERATURE ON ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION 

 

For many years, the question of why people vote has been of great interest to political 

scientists. The need to provide an answer to this puzzle has generated the publication of 

many books and articles, which are all aimed at throwing light on this issue. This 

theoretical and empirical review of the existing literature seeks to capture what has been 

written about the why and who votes questions of electoral participation. The ‘why 

vote?’ question seeks to advance an explanation of people’s decision to vote, while the 

‘who votes?’ question deals with the characteristics of those who vote and indeed, those 

who do not vote in elections. Though these questions stand independently from each 

other, in an analytical sense, in reality they are closely dependent on each other: for 

instance, the social characteristics approach which will be examined shortly, effectively 

addresses both the why and the who questions at one and the same time. Therefore, in 

this review they will be dealt with simultaneously.  

In reviewing the extensive literature on electoral participation, it can be seen that 

Western scholars have dominated the debate so far in trying to explain why people vote 

in elections. As Diwakar (2008, p. 76) rightly puts it, ‘empirical literature on the 

determinants of turnout tends to focus on research in Western democracies’. This 

chapter will therefore necessarily draw heavily on previous studies of advanced 

democracies in Western Europe and United States of America; however, it also 

discusses relevant studies of political participation in Africa, Central/Eastern Europe, 
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and East Asia. However, before we move to these issues, the first part of this chapter is 

directed towards the general features of the theories of voter turnout. This section also 

considers some of the findings from the democratization and social capital literature 

about electoral turnout. In the second part, we proceed by discussing a number of 

established theoretical and empirical approaches, summarising the main assumptions 

and propositions of each, before moving on to state the theoretical expectations that can 

be derived from these theories with regards to electoral participation in new 

democracies.   

 

2.1 CONTENDING THEORIES – GENERAL FEATURES OF THE THEORIES 

OF VOTER TURNOUT  

As briefly mention in the Introductory chapter, not only have comparative studies on 

voting been spearheaded by Western scholars, but most importantly, the central 

question within the literature has been divided to capture two very distinct levels that 

analysts wish to emphasis on (i.e. individual and aggregate level). At the individual 

level (i.e. which is the primary focus of this thesis) the most important question centres 

on the following: why do people vote or what influences people to participate in 

electoral politics the way they do? On the other hand, the core question generally posed 

at the aggregate level is the following: How can we account for the variations in voter 

turnout across countries, within countries and across geo-political regions (i.e. why do 

some countries have high rates of voter turnout, whereas other have rates that barely 

reach 30 percent)? To provide answers to these questions, scholars have typically relied 

on a range of contending theories that emphasis on: cultural factors, socio-economic 
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factors, institutional factors, mobilization, sociological or rational choice
1
. However, 

because most of these contending theories we largely developed based on the 

experience of voters from advanced democracies, thus leading us to wonder whether 

their findings can be applicable to new democracies from other world regions. We will 

shortly discuss these theoretical approaches to explaining individual-level electoral 

participation, but before doing so, it is useful to start by reflecting on the place of 

elections in the democratisation process. How central are elections to democracy? 

 

2.2 DEMOCRATIC THEORIES, ‘FOUNDING ELECTIONS’, SOCIAL 

CAPITAL AND ELECTORAL TURNOUT IN NEW DEMOCRACIES – AN 

OVERVIEW  

The third of wave of democratization process saw a large number of countries across 

sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Eastern Europe organising competitive multiparty 

elections for the very first time, with citizens given the opportunity to choose their 

preferred leaders in presidential, legislative and local elections. Drawing on this 

development, minimalist and procedural definitions of democracy lay strong emphasis 

on the process of election, viewing democratization as a process whereby uncompetitive 

authoritarian regimes give way to regimes based on choice of leaders.
2
 More notably, 

the initial contests or elections that take place across new democracies have been 

                                                           
1
 For an overview see Geys, 2006 and Smets et al. 2013 

2
 Moreover, since scholars tend to view electoral choice as been contingent on other freedoms such as: 

expression, assembly and association, the safeguarding of these liberties also constitutes at least an 

implicit element of most definitions.  
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described by scholars of the transition paradigm as founding elections (O’Donnell and 

Schmitter 1986). Bratton (1998) argues these elections were regarded as founding 

elections since they marked for these countries or regions a transition from an extended 

period of authoritarian rule to fledging democratic government. Thus, the event during 

this period is said to have given birth to democracy considering that ordinary citizens 

across Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern Europe for the very first time were given 

the opportunity to vote and choose their governmental representatives.  

Although the comparative literature on democratization has focused on the effects of 

founding elections on the overall democratization process, some analysts have 

expressed doubt about the role founding elections play in the development and 

consolidation of democracy. Terry Karl (1986) warns us about the fallacy of 

electoralism, namely that elections alone – however free and fair - do not or cannot 

guarantee a democracy but rather other institutions such as a constitutional rule of law, 

independent legislature and judiciary and civil society are a prerequisite for any 

functioning democracy.  

To avoid the charge of the electoral fallacy, many scholars shifted their procedural 

emphasis from elections to wider issues of the rules laid down for the functioning of the 

polity. Founding elections were a key but insufficient condition of democracy; that is, 

democracy would only be adjudged consolidated after a series of elections, when 

institutionalization of formal and informal institutions had secured the ‘reproduction of 

the minimalist procedure’ and when all major political actors has accepted the 

democratic rules of the game. As cited by Millard (1999, p.2), adopting a proceduralist 

definition of democracy appeared to make comparative analysis easier but attempts to 

generalize about markedly different countries also led to doubts as to how far the 
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comparison could be taken. Moreover, democracy as a theoretical concept has long been 

the subject of deliberation and debate. As contended by Ellis et al. (2006) the way in 

which democracy is defined speaks not only of the nature of government, election and 

power, but also of the nature of society, community and humanity. Moreover, these 

scholars hint that in the last century, the concept of democracy has not only evolved 

through many incarnations but most importantly, it has been invoked as the basis for a 

utopian society, a means to protect citizen from government, a tool for the advancement 

of human development, a form of free - market politics, and a way to ensure stability in 

a pluralist society.  

Even so, viewed strictly as a tool or mechanism, representative democracy is defined 

only as a system of government in which people participate in electoral politics in order 

to appoint those who will act as their representatives and thus determine national 

policies. The act of voting provides all citizens with a direct interest in the actions of 

their government and an opportunity to participate and to inform themselves and others.  

The results of the vote give those elected the entitlement to govern or to oppose and 

oversee those who govern, until the next election, and the responsibility to decide 

political issues on the behalf of their constituents. Voting then becomes the key form of 

interaction between those elected and the ordinary citizen, as it provides the 

fundamental building blocks for the operation of the rest of the democratic system (Ellis 

et al., 2006, pp. 11 – 12).  

Other theorists, however, contend that the common form of the late 20th century 

democracy has emerged as something of a paradox – universal suffrage ensuring 

political equality within the system of society that emphasizes individual rights and an 

economy that retains very real inequalities of class, opportunity and affluence 

Macpherson (1977, pp. 78 – 92). This form of democracy, they contend, is the very 
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cause of the crisis exposed by wide spread voter alienation and falling voter turnout. 

Moreover, writers and participants in democracy-building processes argue that rather 

than just being an instrument of control or influence, politics must be viewed as a way 

of living and social decision making. Democracy thus becomes a moral concept, a way 

of life. Political participation also needs to be expressive, allowing a citizen to feel as a 

participant of the process. In this view, democratic participation is conceived of as a 

vehicle to build both citizenship and community. Substantial citizen participation in 

government decision-making - or rather, a form of direct or deliberative democracy - is 

necessary to achieve a more equitable and humane society (Macpherson 1977, pp. 94 – 

105). 

Clearly, democracy is seen by some as a multi-layered and dynamic system with 

practices, procedures and attitudes entrenched in a complex interaction of political, 

economic, social and cultural dimensions; but this complexity makes comparison 

Democracy consists of multiple qualities that place emphasis on the centrality of the 

demos and the importance of mechanisms of political participation, responsiveness and 

accountability, while stressing individual rights as part of the substance of democracy, 

not just as necessary instruments of free elections (Millard, 1999, p2). Nevertheless, it is 

hard to disagree with the view of Ellis et al. (2006) that, despite their differences, all 

theories of democracy maintain a place for voting as a fundamental component. 

Elections remain the primary basis of public influence within the representative 

democracy, provide a form of collective decision-making as to who manages the affairs 

of government and who oversees them doing so, and provide some degree of popular 

control over elected politicians. As a form of political participation, voting generally 

remains the easiest to undertake and the one that most commonly engages a majority of 

citizens (Teixeira 1987, pp. 3- 4).  
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From the numerous definitions of democracy, I can conclude that democracy cannot and 

will not exist without the actual act of voting. This takes us back to the role of founding 

elections. How do these founding elections inform us about electoral participation in 

these regions? O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986) stress the importance of founding 

elections in either stimulating or depressing turnout, by arguing that under authoritarian 

rule pressure for political participation, most especially voting, would build irresistibly 

over time only to be discharged at the first elections after the transition to democracy. 

These scholars therefore provide an explanation for why turnout is expected to be 

extraordinarily high during these first elections, but also why it tends to decline at the 

aggregate level thereafter, as the current scholarship demonstrates. 

Social capital theory 

Having presented some of the findings from the democratic literature pertaining to 

electoral turnout, it is also worth mentioning that a number of scholars working in the 

social capital tradition have emphasised its importance to building democratic norms 

and engagement. As we shall see in due course, moreover, the concept of social capital 

has particular relevance to the mobilisational model of electoral participation. Those 

working in this tradition have generally emphasised the importance of a strong and 

active civil society for the consolidation of democracy by providing a wide range of 

empirical evidence which suggests that the quality of public life and performance of its 

institutions are indeed influenced by norms and networks of civic engagement.  

 

Interest in social capital was revived by Putnam’s ground-breaking works (i.e. Making 

Democracies Work, 1993; and in Bowling Alone, 2000) in which he argues or claims 

that rich and dense associational networks facilitate the underlying conditions of 

interpersonal trust, tolerance and cooperation, thus providing the social foundation for a 
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vibrant democracy Norris (2001). Putnam defines social capital as “connections among 

individuals – social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise 

from them. As cited by Norris (2001) Putnam’s definition of social capital can be 

understood both as a structural phenomenon, that is social networks, and as a cultural 

phenomenon (i.e. social norms). In this thesis, our aim to understand how these social 

networks (i.e., associational networks and memberships that are assumed to facilitate 

social trust) influence people’s decisions whether to vote or not. Specifically, we will 

return to the effect of social capital on electoral participation in new democracies in the 

context of discussing the mobilisational and cultural models of turnout.  

 

2.3 THEORIES OF ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION 

As briefly signposted in the opening section of this chapter, there has been extensive 

debate on the factors that are believed to affect people’s decision of whether to vote or 

not to vote. That said, a survey of the literature suggests that people’s decision to 

engaged in electoral politics is either influence by one of the following models: 

resource, cultural, mobilisation, rational and institutional. In the section that follows, we 

shall examine the general features of these theories but most especially we shall focus 

on the extent which these theories have been applied in new democracies.  

 

2.4 RESOURCE MODEL  

This model centres on individual resources as a potential explanation of citizens’ voting 

propensity. Researchers have bundled together a group of variables relevant to personal 

resources which are said to influence people’s decision to vote at the individual level. 

These variables consist of income, education, social class and other socio-demographic 
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factors such as age and gender. From its inception, the resource model has stood the test 

of time in predicting voters’ decisions in Western advanced democracies, in that each of 

these factors has widely been found to be significantly associated with voting.  

How do these resource variables dictate why and who votes? To answer this question, I 

begin with the classic study of Sidney Verba and Norman Nie. In their seminal work 

Participation in America, Verba and Nie (1972) built their explanation of electoral 

participation on what they called a ‘‘Baseline Model’’ consisting of income, occupation 

and education. Later renamed the Resource Model, this approach came to dominate 

explanations of the individual turnout decision in the United States and elsewhere. They 

suggest that certain resources are vital for there to be effective participation of the 

citizenry in the political life of their societies: time, money and civic skills. 

Time and Money    

Two prime resources for investment in political participation are time and money. A 

simple baseline condition for political participation, especially more involved modes of 

participation, is the availability of time
 
(Caramani, 2008). In democratic societies, 

individuals use time in the service of political action in many ways: working in a 

campaign, writing a letter to a political official, attending a community or party meeting 

and, finally, during voting. It is often argued that people who do not work, or who do 

not work full time, tend to display higher levels of political participation (Brady et al., 

1995, p. 273). On the other hand, money can of course be donated to candidates, parties 

or innumerable political organisations or causes. The major critique here is that time and 

money differ in significant ways as resources. In comparison with money, time is both 

constrained and more equally distributed – everyone has only 24 hours in a day. The 

upper limit on money is, of course, much less constrained and the differences among 

individuals can be much larger
 
(Brady et al., 1995, p. 273). 
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Civic Skills 

Civic skills here refer to those communication and organisational capacities that are so 

essential to political activity. Citizens who can speak, write well or who are comfortable 

organising and taking part in meetings are likely to be more effective when they get 

involved in politics
 
(Brady et al., 1995). The acquisition of civic skills begins early in 

life, at home and especially in school. This process can continue throughout adulthood. 

Adult civic skills relevant for politics can be acquired and honed in the non-political 

institutions of adult life: the workplace, voluntary associations and churches. All these 

undertakings represent opportunities in non-political settings to learn, maintain and 

improve civic skills. Drawing on the work of Verba and Nie, recent scholarship on 

electoral participation has tended to group money and civic skills into a single variable 

known as the socio-economic status (SES). SES consists of an individual’s educational 

level, income and occupation status. These three variables are said to play an important 

role in understanding people’s political behaviour, most especially as it concerns their 

voting decisions. From a theoretical perspective, a high level of SES is considered to 

lead to a higher propensity to be involved in electoral politics. This is because people 

with higher level of education and income are believed not just to possess more time, 

but also to have the capacity to understand and comprehend the daily political debates 

and discussion. Various scholars (Verba, Nie and Kim, 1978; Wolfinger and 

Rosenstone, 1980; Leighley and Nagler, 1992, Buhlmann and Freitag, 2006) have 

empirically demonstrated that the socio-economic status of an individual is positively 

associated with electoral participation at the individual level. In a nutshell, these studies 

predict that in Western democracies, people with a higher socio-economic status are 

more likely to turn out than poorer and lesser educated citizens. These studies also 
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suggest that citizens with high socio-economic status tend to have more free time in 

their disposal and therefore do participate in political activities, most especially voting.  

There is considerable evidence to support the resource model in the context of Western 

societies. Yet, when this model is transported to non-European context, the results are 

mixed. For example, in a striking study conducted by Yogendra Yadav (2000, p.133) on 

India, it is shown that poorer people vote in higher numbers than their richer peers. His 

findings reveal that ‘in 1990, a participatory upsurge among the socially 

underprivileged, including scheduled castes and tribes to the point that turnout of the 

lower orders of society was well above that of the most privileged groups’.  Also, in 

Asia, poor voters are often tied into clientelistic networks (which are very efficient in 

mobilizing voters), while middle-class voters are often disillusioned with politics and 

hence more likely to abstain.  

Moreover, in East Asia, previous research findings (Bratton et al. 2010, p.119; Tambe, 

2016, p. 169) reveal that people without formal education are significantly more likely 

to vote. This result is perhaps driven by a high proportion of older people in countries 

such as Mongolia, Taiwan and China who lack any kind of formal schooling but who 

nevertheless are mobilised to become habitual voters. This suggests we might not 

expect to find a strong relationship between education and voting in East Asia. Turning 

to sub-Saharan Africa countries, it is not uncommon to find high rates of poverty and 

low levels of education across many African countries; will this impede people’s ability 

to participate or will the pattern uncovered in some East Asian countries prevail? 

Regardless of the findings from South and East Asia the theoretical assumption on 

which we will proceed in this thesis is that the more a person climbs the educational 

ladder, and the higher they find themselves in terms of socio-economic status, the more 
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politically active they will tend to be by virtue of their acquisition of civic skills. I 

therefore expect a higher level of education and socio-economic status to be positively 

associated with higher propensity to vote.  

Age   

Two other demographic characteristics that carry political resource implications are age 

and gender. Beginning with age, theoretical and empirical findings in Western 

democracies suggest that age is an important explanatory variable that can predict 

people’s voting participation at the individual level. Political participation, most 

especially voting, is said to increase with the age of an individual. What this implies is 

that young people turn out in lower numbers than the older citizens. Kleimhenz (1995), 

cited in Bühlmann and Freitag (2006) theorised that younger people are more likely to 

abstain from voting as part of a typical life-cycle which predicts that levels of 

participation tend to rise over an individual life span, as people experience certain life 

events. The life-cycle theory is based on the idea that young people have a low 

attachment to civic life since they either stay in education or they are trying to establish 

a career for themselves after completing their education, or because of higher mobility 

which makes them participate less (Strate et al., 1989, p.443). The combination of these 

two traits deprives these young people of vital political resources needed to be involved 

in politics; that is, they possess few relevant political skills or knowledge.  

Jankowski and Strate (1995, p.91) suggest that the absence of these resources makes 

political participation difficult and meaningless to young people. However, the life-

cycle theory is not linear, for it also predicts that participation rates of the oldest age 

group will tend to be low. Culter and Bengtson (1974, p. 163) argue that not only does 

the social disengagement of older people from social networks lead to a lower 

attachment to political life and voting but the fact that older people are influenced by 
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health problems and declining income due to retirement all greatly hinder their 

involvement in voting. Thus, while young individuals and older age people tend to 

participate less, life-cycle theory suggests that the middle aged have higher participation 

rates. This is explained by the fact that this age group tend to be more settled; they have 

experience, knowledge and responsibilities – that is, the resources and opportunities to 

participate in politics.  

Turning to new democracies, the effect of age on voting decisions has been shown by 

empirical research to adopt a familiar pattern similar to countries in the global North. 

For example, individual country studies in Korea confirm age as a significant factor 

influencing vote choice at the individual level (Mo, Brady and Ro, 1991). Moreover, 

Park (2002, p. 140) argues that in Korea younger people (mostly in their twenties) show 

more cynicism about politics and politicians due to their strong sense of alienation from 

electoral politics and therefore tend to participate at a lower rate. Furthermore, a striking 

characteristic of East Asian countries is the high geographical mobility among young 

people which makes it hard for them to participate in electoral politics, as they are more 

likely to fail to register to vote in the district to which they have recently moved. 

Similarly, with respect to sub-Saharan Africa, an individual country study of Zambia 

has revealed a positive and significant relationship between age and voting (Bratton, 

1999, p.565). Furthermore, there is a connection between age and socio-economic 

status, given the high level of unemployment among young people in the continent; not 

only does this deprive them of a vital resource necessary for electoral politics but it also 

makes them more dependent on older adults for their basic subsistence. I therefore 

expect young people to be less likely to vote than older people.  

 



36 

 

 

 

Gender  

Finally, the last resource variable which this study deals with is gender. An evaluation 

of previous studies demonstrates gender to be a variable that affects people’s voting 

participation. As Beauregard (2014, p. 617) explains, gender differences in political 

participation are found throughout the literature on gender and political behaviour. 

Specifically, empirical studies all tend to show men participate more than women. 

Inglehart and Norris (2003) state that women continue to lag behind men in many forms 

of participation. According to Burns et al., (2001) this disparity in voter turnout is 

simply explained by the fact that men tend to have higher desire to vote than women. 

However, this merely begs the question, why? Their explanation is therefore incomplete 

and unsatisfactory. Schlozman, Burns and Verba (1994) move away from the simple 

assumption of women having less desire to participate, and argue instead that the 

gender-gap in participation can be explained by availability and access to political 

resources. Firstly, women are considered to participate at a lesser rate because they are 

disadvantaged or lack the resources that are needed to facilitate political participation. 

Secondly, another line of argument consistent with women's lack of resources is based 

on the logic of social learning and social roles attached to both men and women. 

Duverger (1955) argues that adult roles attached to gender lead to a situation where 

women are more likely to be placed in the private milieu; that is, at home. The challenge 

of the overwhelming share of the house work, coupled with child care, which may be 

exacerbated when combined with the need to undertake paid employment, gives women 

less free time, which is translated into a reluctance to participate in politics.  By contrast 

he argues that men are often placed in the world outside the home. The adult roles 

attached to men make them see politics as a ‘male domain’, which explains why they 

vote at higher rates. Baller-Cao and Sgier (1998) add that the gender difference in 
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participation also interacts with generational effect and socio-economic structural 

differences. By this we mean that younger generations of women are more likely to be 

educated and in paid employment, which makes their situation more like that of men 

than is true of older generations of women. This argument is supported by Norris (2002) 

who shows that the gender gap in voting is rapidly closing in established democracies, 

thanks to this interaction between gender and generations.  

Having established the expected direction of the effect of gender on voting in advanced 

industrial democracies, the question is will we find a gender gap in participation across 

our new democracies of interest? Analysis of the gender gap in East Asian countries 

(Bratton et al. 2010) reveals that the applicability of gender-sensitive laws (i.e. 

compulsory primary education) has enabled women to attain parity with men with  

regards to participation. Given this, we therefore might not expect men to participate at 

higher rate than women in East Asia. However, with respect to Africa, the adult roles 

attached to gender (which may be changing) generally lead to a situation where it is 

quite common to see men dominating the political sphere than women. Based on this 

theoretical and empirical discussion I would hypothesise overall that the propensity for 

men to participate in voting is higher than that of women.   
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Table 2.1: Overview of the Expectation of Resource Model on Vote Choice 

 

Note: Explains what variables within the four regions that are expected to take a positive/negative sign. * WE 

(Western Europe), * AF (Sub-Saharan Africa), * EA (East Asia) and *CEE (Central and Eastern Europe).  

 

Summary of the Resource Model 

Table 2.1 summarizes this part of the discussion so far. Studies in Western advanced 

democracies have so far dealt with four main individual and demographic 

characteristics that explain people’s decision whether to vote or not to vote: education, 

socio-economic status (occupational status and income), age and gender. On the basis of 

these studies, the standard hypothesises that can be derived with regards to each of these 

variables are as follows:  

H1a: Beginning with the educational level, we would expect that the higher an 

individual’s level of education, the higher his/her propensity to vote.  

H1b: Moving to the socio-economic status of an individual, the higher an individual’s 

socio-economic status, the higher is his or her propensity to vote.  

H1c: With respect to age, the older an individual is, the higher is his or her propensity 

to turnout.  

H1d: As concerns gender, we would expect that men will have a higher propensity to 

vote than women.  

Model 1 Variables Expected 

Effect 

(WE) 

Expected 

Effect (AF)  

Expected 

Effect (EA) 

Expected 

Effect (CEE) 

 

 

Resource  

Model  

Education  
 

+ + + + 

SES Status  + + + + 

Age  

 

+ + + + 

Gender (male) + + + + 
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2.5 POLITICAL CULTURE MODEL  

Political culture is seen as one of the most powerful concepts to emerge in political 

behaviour research and is central to the study of citizens’ attitudes (Dalton and Dieter, 

2009, p.6). It offers an insightful approach to daily political events by identifying the 

underlying psychological forces that shape much of civic life (Rosenbaum, 1975). 

Political culture has been defined either from the individual or collective perspective 

depending upon the level at which we want to study political life. From the individual 

perspective, political culture entails all the important ways in which a person is 

subjectively oriented towards the essential elements in their political system. That is, we 

want to know what individuals think and feel about the symbols, institutions and rules 

that constitute the fundamental political order of their society and how they respond to 

them. From the collective perspective, on the other hand, political culture seeks to 

understand the collective orientation of a group or community of people towards the 

basic elements of their political system, its institutions and officials. This, therefore, 

means that when political culture is discussed, it usually refers to the mass political 

orientation towards the whole political system
 
(Rosenbaum, 1975, pp. 3-4).  

‘Civic Cultures’ and Political Participation  

Almond and Verba (1963, p. 26), in their seminal study The Civic Culture defined 

political culture as consisting of cognitive, affective and evaluative orientations towards 

political phenomena, that may be distributed across national populations or subgroups. 

These combined in various ways, such that three major cultural orientations - parochial, 

subject and participatory – could be identified. Each carried implications for the level 

and style of political participation that citizens typically undertake.  

Beginning with the parochial culture, Bennett (1986, p. 8) suggests a parochial person is 

an individual who sees no relevance for himself and his family to what goes on in the 
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public realm, since what the government does is irrelevant to his personal existence. 

Such citizens have little or no cognitive understanding of the political system. In 

countries where this type of culture is dominant, the citizens tend not to expect anything 

positive from the government, nor do they expect to participate in politics, since politics 

is considered as a domain of the elites. Moreover, government in such a polity is seen 

just as an enforcer of rules and consequently the realm of politics is considered to be 

avoided at all cost and means. In their analysis, Almond and Verba considered Mexico 

as a perfect example that illustrates this culture. How does this culture relate to electoral 

politics at the individual level? In a parochial society, we would expect turnout to be 

very low since the awareness and expectation of what is expected from the political 

system or government is low.  

The next type is the subject culture. In societies with this culture, citizens are believed 

to possess only cognitive orientations towards the output aspect of the political system. 

Citizens in such societies therefore expect positive ‘things’ (policies) from the 

government, but they do not tend to be politically active themselves. Italy and Germany 

were classified under the subject culture. The difference between the subject culture and 

parochial one discussed above is that individuals in the subject culture are considered to 

have high levels of awareness and expectation about the political system but their 

participation rate is low since they also consider politics, most especially voting, as a 

domain of the elites. The implication of this culture with respect to voting decisions is 

that people’s propensity to vote will be very low as long as the political system or 

government meets the expectations of the citizenry.  

The last of the cultural orientations is the participatory one. In societies where this 

culture predominates, individuals tend to have very high governmental expectations and 
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personally participate in electoral politics. The participatory culture is considered as a 

central democratic feature and portrays citizens as highly inclined to participate since 

they are well informed of the input and output aspects of the political system. In their 

typology, Almond and Verba include both the United States of America and United 

Kingdom as countries that have this participatory culture. Almond and Verba's works 

has been subject to various criticisms over the years – for instance, it is difficult to 

assign countries a given cultural profile since this may change and evolve over time but 

their seminal approach provides my own project with a potentially useful cue in 

examining factors affecting electoral turnout.  

Samuel Beer (1974, pp. 26-27) built on Almond and Verba’s work to argue that political 

culture orients a people towards a polity and its processes, providing it with a system of 

belief, that is a cognitive map, a way of evaluating its operations and set of expressive 

symbols. From the above-mentioned definitions of political culture, it is clear political 

culture deals with individual subjective orientations towards the basic elements of their 

political system. This sounds like an accurate but not a satisfactory definition, as it is 

necessary to define more specifically what the key subjective orientations are. This is no 

easy task to undertake, as Rosenbaum (1975, p. 4) argues, scholars themselves have 

never reached a consensus on the proper components of political culture. Some analysts 

begin by including in political culture all politically relevant orientations including 

cognitive, evaluative or expressive ones. This is so unbounded that a researcher would 

have to spend an interminable time compiling an ‘elephantine list’ of orientations so as 

to be sure nothing relevant is left unnoticed Rosenbaum (1975).  

On the other hand, other analysts attempt to make the list more manageable by limiting 

political culture to orientations towards political institutions, which sounds like a useful 
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strategy but, as Geertz (1963, p. 212) argues, it may lead to omitting other dimensions 

of political life that are instrumental in shaping the fundamental political order of a 

society. But as, one writer notes, ‘‘the profusion of definition need not mean intellectual 

anarchy’’ since in the proliferation of ideas about what constitutes political culture, one 

can distil a set of common items on which most scholars would agree. This point is 

supported by Lucian W. Pye (1966, p. 19) who suggests that political culture must be 

limited to the attitudes, beliefs and sentiments that give order and meaning to the 

political process and provide the underlying assumptions and rules that govern 

behaviour. Similarly, Rosenbaum (1975) insists that whenever analysts offer any list of 

what political culture is, they are in effect using a rule of thumb: those dimensions of an 

individual’s thoughts, feeling or behaviour that are linked to the creation and 

maintenance of a society’s fundamental political order belong under the label ‘political 

culture’. In effect, this thesis relies on Almond and Verba’s three core elements of 

cultural attitudes: orientation towards governmental structures, orientation towards 

others in the political system and orientation towards one’s own political activity. 

Orientation towards governmental structures is concerned with regime orientation and 

orientation towards government input and outputs. Orientation towards others in the 

political system deals with issues relating to political trust, political identification and 

rules of the game and, finally, orientation towards one’s own political activity deals with 

political competence and political efficacy (Rosenbaum, 1975, pp. 6-8).  

From these orientations, we derive the following variables: political interest, political 

knowledge, political efficacy, political trust and social trust. The empirical connections 

between these factors and people’s decision of whether to vote or not vote in new 

democracies will be examined in the thesis. These variables can be viewed as cognitive 

characteristics that are expected to function as resources and therefore increase people’s 
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decision to participate. That is, in brief, it can be hypothesized that the greater an 

individual’s political interest (H2a), political knowledge (H2b), political efficacy (H2c), 

political trust (H2d) or social trust (H2e), the greater their propensity to vote. 

Political Interest and Knowledge  

We begin with political interest and political knowledge as the first political culture 

variables we intend to test empirically. Van Deth (1989, p. 278) defines interest as the 

degree to which political activities or politics arouse citizens’ curiosity. However, I 

would argue that both political interest and knowledge should be grouped together in 

explaining people’s voting decisions. The rationale for grouping these two variables is 

because research has proven that political interest provides an incentive to acquire 

political knowledge Smets (2010). 

However, as Brady et al (1995, p. 271) suggest, someone who has political knowledge 

is more likely to be interested in politics as well, or better, individuals who are 

interested in political debates and who have enough political knowledge to understand 

what is at stake are more likely to participate in politics. Do political interest and 

knowledge help to explain people’s voting decisions at the individual level? Classical 

studies undertaken by Lazarsfeld et al. (1948) succeeded in demonstrating that political 

interest and political knowledge are key explanatory variables for individuals’ voting 

decisions. In this respect, the lack of political interest and political knowledge is 

presumed to either increase or lower people’s propensity to vote in elections. If 

individuals are interested in politics, the logic is that such people will be involved in 

more political debates either with friends, family or colleagues and the end result is that 

they will more likely to vote (Sheerin, 2008). On the other hand, a limited amount of 

interest in politics and lack of knowledge about political debates will lower citizens’ 
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desire to participate in voting. Based on this logic we expect having a higher interest to 

be positively associated with a higher propensity to vote in new democracies of Africa, 

East Asia and Eastern Europe. 

Political Efficacy 

Political efficacy is described as the perception citizens have of being capable of acting 

effectively in the political arena. Hadjar and Beck (2010) define political efficacy as the 

degree in which a person believes in his or her ability, first to understand politics and 

second to influence the political processes through action, including voting. Political 

efficacy comes in two parts: Internal efficacy generally refers to an individual’s 

competences, skills and resources to deal with politics, while external efficacy is 

defined as an individual's perception that political institutions are responsive to people's 

attempts to exert political influence (Clarke and Acock, 1989, p. 552). Studies by 

Campbell et al. (1954), Abramson and Aldrich (1982), and Becker (2004) have shown 

that political efficacy is the single most important variable in the psychological model 

that tends to influence the decision whether to vote or not to vote. This therefore means 

that widespread political efficacy throughout the electorate will lead to a higher voter 

turnout, while the lack of political efficacy among voters will lead to lower voter 

turnout. This line of argument is supported by empirical studies by Craig and Maggiotto 

(1982), Karp and Banducci (2008), Norris, (2002), who demonstrate that more 

efficacious voters are, the more likely they are to vote. Consequently, I would 

hypothesise that voters in young democracies who are politically efficacious will reveal 

a greater propensity to participate in elections.  
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Political and Social Trust  

Trust in political institutions has been theorised as a psychological variable that 

generally affects people's involvement in political activities. In this regard, trust deals 

with citizens’ evaluations of political institutions, political entrepreneurs and the 

political system. Political or public trust in government has been assessed by the extent 

to which citizens have confidence in public institutions to operate in the best interest of 

the society and its citizenry (Cleary and Stokes, 2006; S. Kim, 2005; Thomas, 1998). In 

this thesis, I will focus on citizens’ trust in the political system and how it influences 

their propensity to vote. Miller and Listhaug (1990, p. 358) and Bühlmann and Freitag 

(2006) suggest that trust in a country’s political system reflects one's evaluation of 

whether or not the political authorities and institutions at the national or local level are 

performing in accordance with one's normative expectations, as people always expect a 

certain amount of performance from public institutions with regard to transparency, 

accountability and integrity.  

Ragsdale and Rusk (1993), and Pattie and Johnston (2001) argue that if citizens do not 

trust the political system, then the likelihood he or she will participate in voting will be 

lowered. Putnam (2000) provides a more robust theoretical backing for this assumption, 

arguing that trust is the main component of a democratic society. He stipulates that 

people will only vote if they are confident that the political system is responding in 

some way to their voting behaviour. Based on these considerations, the theoretical 

proposition that I would put forward with regards to political trust is that the higher the 

political trust, the higher the propensity to vote. At the aggregate level, it might be that 

low political trust weakens turnout the new democracies of East Asia; using survey data 

from the East AsiaBarometer covering Japan, Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and 

Thailand, Chang and Chu (2006) demonstrate that citizens’ perception of corruption is 
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inversely related to their trust in government institutions. However, this aggregate-level 

finding still rests on the hypothesized positive relationship between trust and voting at 

the individual level. But is trust in the political system the sole type of trust that can 

influence people’s voting decision? How about inter-personal or social trust? That is, 

does having trust in individuals within a given society in anyway influence a citizen’s 

decision to participate? Social trust is defined as the extent to which a person is 

confident in and willing to act on the basis of the words, action and decision of another 

(McAllister, 1995, p.25). Cox (2003) and Timpone (1998) find that individuals who 

have trust in others are more likely to vote, while those who do not are less likely to 

vote. They argue that distrustful people may be less interested in the act of voting since 

they perceived the political system and other individuals as corrupt. It is possible that 

social trust is generally lower in countries (e.g., some in East Asia and Africa) that are 

multi-ethnic, multi-religious or multilingual. The implication of this is that voters may 

be divided along these lines and therefore inclined to distrust each other. Regardless of 

this, we still expect that in general terms the greater an individual’s sense of social trust, 

the higher his or her propensity to vote. 

Although these orientations (Political trust, social trust, interest and efficacy) are useful 

in explaining why people decide to vote, they have nonetheless come in for strong 

criticism. Almond and Verba (1963, p. 519) remark that these political culture 

orientations are implicit and often unconscious in an individual life – so basic that the 

person hardly reflects on them. In this sense, many are primitive orientations because 

they are so implicit and taken for granted that each individual holds them and believes 

that all others hold them; they become unstable assumptions or postulates about politics. 

Regardless of these aforementioned criticisms, I nevertheless argue that given the 

newness of democracy in these emerging countries, it is imperative for scholars to study 
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how political culture might explain electoral behaviour in these societies. So, from this 

discussion of political culture effects, I derive the expectations already alluded to – that 

we will find positive associations between political interest, knowledge, trust, efficacy 

and the decision to vote in newly emerging democracies. Table 2.2 shows the variables 

that I have considered for empirical testing.  

Table 2.2: Overview of the Expectation of Political Culture Model on Vote Choice 

Note: Explains what variables within the four regions that are expected to take a positive/negative sign. * 

WE (Western Europe), * AF (Sub-Saharan Africa), * EA (East Asia) and *CEE (Central and Eastern 

Europe).  

 

Summary of the Political Culture Model  

Our theoretical discussion of the political culture model, has revealed the following 

variables as essential in explaining people decision to vote or not to vote. As shown in 

Table 2.2, these variables consist of political interest, political efficacy, political trust 

and social trust. The literature surveying people’s decision to vote in Western 

democracies has so far enabled us to formulate the following hypothesis with regards to 

each of these variables:  

H2a: The higher an individual’s political interest, the higher is his or her propensity to 

vote in an election.  

H2b: The higher an individual’s sense of internal or external efficacy, the higher will be 

his or her propensity to participate in electoral politics.  

Model 2 Variables Expected 

Effect (WE) 

Expected 

Effect (AF)  

Expected 

Effect (EA) 

Expected 

Effect (CEE) 

 

 

Political  

Culture   

model  

Political trust   + + + + 

Social trust + + + + 

Political 

interest  

+ + + + 

Political 

efficacy  

+ + + + 
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H2c: The greater an individual’s trust in political institutions the higher will be his or 

her propensity to vote.  

H2d: The greater an individual’s sense of social trust, the higher his or her propensity to 

vote.  

 

2.6 MOBILISATION MODEL  

The mobilisation model stipulates that the only way to explain political participation is 

to move beyond the world of individuals to include family, friends, neighbours, co-

workers, politicians, parties, activists and interests groups (Rosenstone and Hansen, 

1993, p. 23). We have already discussed a number of demographic influences that 

pertain to the resource model (age, gender, occupation and education), but other 

sociological factors pertain to the idea that people's propensity to vote is influenced by 

either family or friends, that is, by their associational life. This is what the mobilisation 

model is concerned with. The central logic here is that social networks such as family, 

friends, unions, pressure/interest groups and parties exert pressures on people to behave 

as members of a group rather than as isolated individuals. In making people behave as 

groups rather as individuals, not only are these social networks able to mount pressure 

on their members that enable them to comply, but these networks have the potential to 

reduce the cost of political participation by providing group members with political 

information and resources that are necessary for electoral participation.  

Apart from Rosenstone and Hansen, several other works have highlighted the 

importance of the mobilisation model in getting out the vote. Uhlaner (1989) found that 

group identification can make it more rational for particular segments of the electorate 

to show up at the polls even when the cost-benefit incentive structure clearly predicts 
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that they should not do so. Further, the politicisation that occurs within parties, interest 

groups, churches and racial organisations can increase the likelihood than an individual 

will vote (Brady, Verba and Schlozman, 1995). In particular, we can expect a strong 

sense of ethnic identity, and being a member of a civil society institutions such as a 

church or trade union to be positively associated with the propensity to vote.  

Based on the theoretical literature, we are able to highlight the following variables that 

will be empirically tested in this thesis. The variables are grouped into three main 

categories: associational networks (family, friends), civil society institutions (church, 

trade union membership, parties and interest groups) and ethnic identity. It is worth 

emphasising that these variables or indicators have been present in virtually all analysis 

of voting decisions in Western advanced democracies. 

Ethnic Identity  

Ethnic identity is the inclination of individual to define themselves in terms of their 

cultural origin and descent-based traits (Olorunsola, 1972; Horowitz, 1991; Berman et 

al., 2004). In line with this argument, Wolfinger (1965, p. 896) suggests that ethnic 

identity or origin represents one of the strongest dimension of people’s perception of 

themselves and of others and is therefore considered to play a very important role in 

politics. Based on these findings, we move forward with the argument that ethnicity is 

one of the most important variables in the mobilisation model but the question that 

arises is how does the mobilisation of ethnic identity influence people’s propensity to 

vote in an election? When ethnic identity becomes sufficiently strong it can constitute 

the basis for forming political opinion and in stimulating people’s voting decisions; this 

of course usually leads to what some experts term ‘ethnic voting’.  
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Wolfinger (1965) explains ethnic voting as a situation where members of a cultural 

group tend to show disproportionate affinity at the polls for a particular political party. 

Because of the strong affinity that people share with others, parties, interest groups or 

other social groups may take advantage of this and therefore mobilise individuals who 

then tend to vote as a bloc. Posner (2005) stipulates that the logic of ethnic voting can 

be explained by the fact that when people from the same descent are mobilised, they 

tend to turn out to vote since they believe they are expressing their solidarity with their 

group. This act of group solidarity might elevate leaders from their own ethnic 

background to positions of power, most especially in the political executive, thereby 

gaining collective representation.  

As some scholars, have highlighted, this can lead to election outcomes that are mere 

head counts of ethnic groups. That is, if turnout is high and if all voters chose parties 

associated with their own communal identities then an election can resemble an ethnic 

‘census’ (Lever, 1979; Horowitz, 1985; Ferree, 2006; McLaughlin, 2008). In many 

African and East Asian countries, it is common for people to show strong affinity with a 

particular ethnic or tribal group. Because of this strong affinity that people share with 

others, parties may take advantage of this and therefore mobilise individuals who may 

then tend to vote as a bloc. Based on this, I would therefore expect people who have 

strong ethnic attachments to have a high propensity to vote.  

Party Identification and Membership 

Previous studies have demonstrated the utility of party identification as an important 

variable in understanding and explaining political behaviour, especially voting in 

Western electoral politics (Dalton, 1984 p. 264). According to this view, elections in 

most democracies are almost always partisan contests, which therefore means that 
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partisan attachments guide citizens through the complexities of politics, providing vital 

information that is necessary in making an informed electoral decision. Strong partisan 

identifiers are generally more involved in electoral politics than non-identifiers (Dalton, 

1984, p. 267). Partisanship therefore helps in performing a mobilizational function; it is 

this mobilising function which we are interested in, on the assumption that it might 

influence individuals to vote at the individual level. King (1969, pp. 123 – 128) and 

Verba et al. (1978) have previously linked party identification to turnout. These studies 

assume that attachment to a political party apparently draws an individual into the 

political process. In short, it has been shown that people with weak or no party 

identification at all will show a lower propensity to participate in elections, while those 

individuals with a strong party attachment or identification, possess greater propensity 

to vote in elections.  

However, with respect to East Asia, studies of voter behaviour conducted in Hong Kong 

and South Korea found party identification to be very weak (Scott, 1996; Park, 2002). 

Newman (2002, p. 57) argues that weak party identification in Hong Kong could be 

explained by the fact that political parties are all relatively new and subject to 

considerable change and weak consolidation over a short period of time, and also 

because the Hong Kong population now includes a large component of immigrants from 

the Mainland where the cultural norm is to avoid politics. Given that parties in East 

Asia are new and fluid, it may be that we will not find a positive relationship between 

party identification and propensity to vote at the individual level, as the comparative 

literature on Western democracies would suggest. At the aggregate level, it is certainly 

possible that partisan identification will not drive turnout strongly. It should also be said 

that the aggregate-level mobilizational impact of partisan commitment may be 

diminishing even in established democracies. There is now extensive empirical 
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literature that tends to show declining party memberships in Western democracies 

(Poguntke et al 2011). For example, tracing party membership and the extent of election 

organisation across UK constituencies, Fisher et al. (2006, pp 4-6) indicate a steady 

decline in membership within the Conservative, Labour, Liberal Democrats, Plaid 

Cymru and SNP from 1992-2001. Similarly, there is ample evidence of the weakening 

of partisan identification across the established democracies (Dalton 2000). This 

declining membership and identification, coupled with the declining cost of obtaining 

political information thanks to an information explosion that has been made possible 

through the expansion and growth of mass and electronic media, gives one cause to 

question whether party identification is still a viable explanation of the voting decision 

at the individual level. That is, as party membership declined, so has partisan 

identification – and this should mean that a significant source of electoral mobilisation 

has been eroded. From this perspective, it is no surprise that electoral turnout has 

declined as well in Western democracies. These developments are all consistent with 

one other. Nevertheless, at the individual level, where people retain strong partisan 

identity, this may be expected to boost the propensity to vote. 

Civil Society Organisations  

Since Tocqueville (1994), there are those who have argued that clubs and organisations 

can play an important role in the social and political integration of individual. Almond 

and Verba (1965) thought of voluntary organisations as the most important foundation 

of stable democracy. In this regard, membership in a social organization can encourage 

greater turnout by either motivating or helping would-be voters by increasing their civic 

skills. This therefore means that the more a person is involved in a cooperative network 

with others, the more appealing casting a vote may appear to such persons in the group. 
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The reason why people who are involved in a voluntary or social organisation 

participate more in electoral politics is the solidarity or ‘esprit du corp’ that exists 

within such groups.  

Harder and Krosnick (2008) postulate that when members of a particular social group 

identify strongly with their group, they developed a group consciousness that may 

increase their decision to vote. Miller et al. (1981) add that civil society organisations 

not only act as effective mediums of political socialisation but also as a school for 

democracy, since they bring together the roles of group members and citizens. In a 

nutshell, people who are engaged in social or voluntary groups’ develop solidarity 

through social bonding and could therefore have higher motivation in participate in 

voting simply because they share concern with similar issues that affect their group. 

Moreover, the strong connection between group members gives them access to skills 

that enable them to participate in politics. Studies conducted in Latin American 

countries - that is, Argentina, Chile, Mexico and Peru - reveal that the involvement of 

people in non-political organisations leads to greater participation in politics (Klesner, 

2007), while empirical evidence from sub-Saharan Africa equally indicates that 

membership in voluntary organisations has a positive impact on people’s propensity to 

turnout (Kuenzi and Lambright 2011). Pertaining to East Asia, Scott (1991, p.152) hints 

that social network communications are the most important factors in shaping voting 

behaviour in Japan. Other works (Curtis, 1971; Scott and Richardson, 1977) also stress 

the role of social networks as an important factor predicting vote choice. In the case of 

Japan, the crucial role of professional and community organisations that candidate and 

personal support groups turn to has been highlighted. Based on this, I therefore expect 

countries with a higher membership of trade unions, interest groups, parties, and other 

formal associations to reveal a higher level of participation. 
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Finally, another associational group factor that has been theorised to influence people’s 

decision whether or not to vote is religion. Bratton (2003) has advanced the view that 

people of faith are globally more likely to vote than those who say they are non-

believers. The obvious explanation of this phenomenon could be that churches, mosques 

and temples act as agents of mobilisation. While we would expect this to be true in 

Eastern and Africa countries, however, in East Asia there are mixed result with regards 

to the role of religion in influencing citizens’ voting decisions. Steven Rood (2002, p. 

157-158) shows that surprisingly religion had little effect on who voters preferred in the 

Philippines (rather than whether or not they actually voted). For example, Fidel Ramos 

won the 1992 elections despite been a protestant in a deeply Catholic country, while 

Joseph Estrada won the 1998 election despite being heavily criticise by the Catholic 

hierarchy on his alleged immoral lifestyle. On the other hand, Chin (2002) reveals that 

in Malaysia religion is an important factor in influencing how people vote, with vote 

choice being between a secular modernist Islam or the more orthodox, fundamentalist 

brand of Islam. Overall, we can plausibly expect individuals who are more religious to 

have a higher propensity to vote. Thus, the main theoretical proposition developed here 

is that, since politicians have an interest in getting out the vote, they mobilise 

individuals through social networks and induce them to vote. They do so by reducing 

the costs of voting; they get people to the polls and provide cheap information about the 

issues (Blais, 2000, p. 12). For this reason, I hypothesise a positive association between 

close associational membership and the propensity to vote in new democracies. 

Canvassing 

The last of the mobilisation variables that this study focuses on is the role of canvassing 

in getting out the vote. Canvassing is seen as an act of requesting or inspiring people to 

participate and this can definitely have a significant effect on people’s voting decisions. 
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According to scholars such as Gerber and Green (2000a; 2000b; 2005) and Michelson 

(2003), the act of canvassing and knocking on voters’ doors and reminding them to vote 

seems to be a most effective tool in increasing citizens’ propensity to turn out in the 

polls. Johnston, Cutts, Pattie and Fisher (2012), focusing on the British general election 

in 2010, provide evidence that people who are contacted by a party are more likely to 

vote than those who are not. Similarly, canvassing or contacting induces higher turnout 

since it enables citizens in a given polity to determine where to go to vote, and reminds  

them about the election date, thus helping voters plan ahead with regards to the election. 

Also, canvassing acts as a conduit through which voters can get access to information 

about the election, political candidates and issues at stake. This therefore can help 

citizens to make a commitment to participate in the election. The variables to be tested 

are once again presented in Table 2.3 below. 

Table 2.3: Overview of the Expectation of Mobilisation Model on Vote Choice 

 

Notes: Explains what variables within the four regions that are expected to take a positive/negative sign. 

* WE (Western Europe), * AF (Sub-Saharan Africa), * EA (East Asia) and *CEE (Central and Eastern 

Europe).  

 

 

 

 

Model 3 Variables Expected 

Effect (WE) 

Expected 

Effect (AF)  

Expected 

Effect (EA) 

Expected 

Effect (CEE) 
 

 

 

Mobilisation  

Model  

Civil society  

Organization   

+ + + + 

Party 

Identification  

+ + + + 

Religion  + + + + 

Political 

discussion  

+ + + + 

Ethnic identity  + + + + 

Canvassing  + + + + 
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2.6.5 Summary of the Mobilisation Model  

In Table 2.3, our discussion of the mobilisation model generates the following 

hypotheses:  

H3a: Individuals who are involved in social organisation or are members of political 

associations tend to have a greater propensity to vote. 

H3b: There will be a positive association between party identification and propensity to 

vote. That is, the more strongly an individual develops party ties, the higher will be his 

or her propensity to vote. 

H3c: Individuals who are more religious will have a higher propensity to vote.  

H3d: People who discuss politics more will have a high propensity to vote. 

H3e: With respect to ethnic identity, people who have strong ethnic attachments will 

have a greater propensity to vote. 

H3f: Finally, with respect to canvassing, people who are canvassed are more likely to 

vote than those who are not. 

 

2.7 POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL MODEL  

Institutionalism focuses on the extent to which institutions are able to shape and 

influence behaviour. In this regard, New Institutionalism has been a relatively recent 

concept within political science although it has become prominent (Hall and Taylor, 

1996). According to institutionalist scholars, there are two fundamental issues to any 

institutional analysis: firstly, how to construe the relationship between an institution and 

behaviour and secondly, to explain the process whereby institutions originate or change 

(Hall and Taylor, 1996, p.937).  In this context, ‘institution’ means everything from 
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formal structures like a parliament to very amorphous entities like social class, with 

other components of the socio-political universe such as law and markets also being 

described as institutions (Peters, 2005, p. 29).  

There is more than one type of New Institutionalism, but the one most pertinent to this 

thesis is historical institutionalism, which defines institutions as formal or informal 

procedures, routines, norms and conventions embedded in the organizational structure 

of the polity or political economy (Hall and Taylor, 1996). They range from the rules of 

a constitutional order or standard operating procedure of a bureaucracy to the 

conventions governing trade unions or bank-firm relations. An institution is any 

structure or mechanism of social order and cooperation governing the behaviour of a set 

of individuals within a given human community.  From these definitions, we are able to 

summarise institutions as enduring collections of rules and organized practices, 

embedded in structures of meaning and resources that are relatively invariant in the face 

of turnover of individuals and changing external circumstances (Peters, 2005). 

Constitutive rules and repertories of standard operating procedure prescribe appropriate 

behaviour for specific actors in specific situations. With these in mind, institutions can 

range from more complex things like a state, parliament, bureaucracies, and markets to 

any established human social gathering.  

Though the various approaches to institutionalism stand apart from each other, they all 

pose a major question: how individuals relate to institutions. In relation to this thesis, 

my goal is to see how institutions influence people’s decisions whether to vote or not to 

vote. This model sees the decision to vote as a by-product of the political and 

institutional context in which citizens live (Smets et al., 2013, p. 365). For instance, 

Franklin (1996, p. 219) has outlined a number of instrumental motivations that are 
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largely determined by the institutional context in which elections are held, such as the 

salience of elections, the use of compulsory voting, highly proportional election 

systems, postal voting, weekend polling, electoral formula and effective number of 

parties. Before discussing the effects of particular institutional variables, I will introduce 

a number of influential accounts of institutional explanations.  

A Survey of Institutional Explanations 

I begin with the work of Powell, who argues that turnout tends to be higher in those 

countries where the government assumes responsibility for voter registration than in 

those where it is up to citizen to get registered on the electoral list. Moreover, turnout is 

(not surprisingly) higher in countries where voting is made compulsory by law (Powell, 

1982, p. 116). Crewe (1981, p.251) agrees with Powell about the effect of compulsory 

voting laws, while adding that the type of electoral system also has an effect, in that 

turnout is higher in proportional systems. Jackman (1987, p. 45) found turnout to be 

related to five institutional variables: compulsory voting, nationally competitive 

districts, electoral disproportionality, multipartism and unicameralism. Turnout is higher 

when voting is compulsory, in unicameral countries and more proportional systems, and 

lower as the number of parties increases. Blais and Carty (1990, p.15) found turnout to 

be higher with compulsory voting, when the population is smaller and under 

proportional electoral systems. Black (1991, p.101) agrees that compulsory voting is the 

most significant variable, although he found other institutional effects to be weak, 

including the type of electoral system, degree of disproportionality or unicameralism. 

Franklin (1996, pp. 36-50) shows that turnout is affected positively by the degree of 

proportionality of electoral outcomes and by the presence of compulsory voting, postal 

voting, Sunday voting and negatively by the number of polling days. Salient elections 
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give rise to some 30 percent greater turnout than non-salient elections. This is because 

when an election is considered important and many issues are at stake, people are more 

inclined to participate in such elections. Compulsory voting apparently increases turnout 

by about 6-7 percent in countries that make voting obligatory. Postal voting is worth 

another 5-6 percent, and disproportionality is worth about half a percentage point in 

turnout for every percent by which the distribution of seats in the legislature approaches 

proportionality with the distribution of votes (Franklin, 2002, p. 158).  

Finally, Birch (2010) has produced a fascinating study which examines the relationship 

between the perception of electoral fairness and people’s decision of whether to vote or 

not. Central to her study is the argument that citizens’ perceptions of the competitive 

context in which elections take place matter (Jackman and Miller, 1995; Blaise, 2000; 

Franklin, 2002). This research has broken important ground in conceptualising the 

competitiveness of elections, especially in terms of the decisiveness of the contest and 

the choice on offer. More specifically, her unique contribution is to identify and 

examine the degree to which an election is perceived as being a fair contest and the 

impact of this upon turnout. Exploring the possible consequences of the perception of 

electoral misconduct for voting decisions, the argument she proposes is that when voters 

perceive that an election will be free and fair, they are more likely to vote. On the other 

hand, when voters have reservations about the ability or willingness of those conducting 

the election to maintain electoral integrity, people’s propensity to vote will be less. 

These hypotheses are put to the test in an analysis of 31 elections across the globe and 

her results confirm that, if voters fear that polls are corrupt, they are less likely to cast 

their votes. 
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Institutional Variables 

Having surveyed some of the relevant literature that focuses on the political and 

institutional factors, it is possible to identify a set of variables which I intend to test 

empirically. They are as follows: 

Electoral System  

A good number of comparative studies have succeeded in showing that the electoral 

system impacts on political participation, particularly as it relates to turnout (Franklin, 

2002; Norris, 2002). The argument here is that cross-national differences in turnout can 

be explained by the type of electoral system that is adopted by a country. What kind of 

electoral system is theorised to positively affect citizens' desire to participate? The 

literature suggests that proportional electoral systems are most likely to have a positive 

effect on voters’ turnout, as opposed to majoritarian or plurality systems. Essentially, 

proportional systems tend to enhance the likelihood that a single vote might contribute 

to the election of a winning candidate, so there is a greater incentive to vote. Similarly, 

Ladner and Milner (1999) argue that majoritarian electoral systems tend to hinder 

electoral participation for two reasons: Firstly, supporters or voters of a previously 

defeated party may either stay away from the election since they consider their vote to 

have no effect on the election. Secondly, they argue that majoritarian electoral systems 

tend to hinder voting because previously defeated parties may reduce their 

mobilisational efforts. With regards to these considerations, therefore, the theoretical 

proposition which I will make is that we expect proportional representation to enhance 

people’s propensity to vote. This is supported by the fact that PR systems encourage 

citizens to vote since they know that votes transfer more directly into party 

representation and they thus perceive the system as fair (Endersby and Krieckhaus, 
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2008, p. 602). Based on this reasoning, I hypothesise a positive relationship between the 

level of proportionality of an electoral system and the propensity of voters to participate 

in elections. However, taking into consideration that a bulk of these studies were 

conducted in Western democracies, we cannot be sure that in new democracies we are 

still going to find such as strong correlation between the electoral system variable and 

voter turnout, given the newness of the electoral systems in these countries.  

Compulsory Voting  

Studies in Western democracies have categorically established compulsory voting as 

having a positive effect on people’s voting decisions. Though compulsory voting clearly 

increases voter turnout, most especially in countries where it is enforced, little is known 

with regards to the type of sanction that is applied to non-voters. The uncertainty about 

the exact influence of compulsory voting exists because research findings on the 

contribution of this variable usually have mixed results. One brand of research reveals 

turnout to be high in countries where compulsory voting exists and is complemented 

with sanctions. However, another group of studies shows that in countries where voting 

is compulsory by law, but where the law is not enforced by sanctions, voter turnout is 

equally high since the duty to vote is internalised by the citizens (Hadjar and Beck, 

2010).  

Concurrent Elections 

Concurrent elections is another contextual factor that will foster people’s propensity to 

vote. Cox and Munger (1989) contend that the possibility of many elections taking 

place at the same time will arouse greater media coverage in at least one of the 

elections, which invariably boosts the amount of money spent on campaigning and as 

such increases the amount of information and public awareness about the issues at stake 
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in these elections. Additionally, Filer and Kenny (1980) and Carter (1984) suggest 

concurrent elections tend to increase people’s propensity to vote given that the cost of 

going to the polling booth is fixed and unrelated to the number of elections in which a 

voter needs to cast a vote. We therefore expect people would participate more in 

countries where multiple elections are held concurrently than in countries which they 

are not. 

Unicameralism and the Power of the Elective Office  

Jackman (1987, p. 408) should be credited as the first to develop and empirically test 

this institutional variable. He shows that turnout is significantly higher in unicameral 

settings. His argument is founded on grounds that in two chambers, power is usually 

shared between the two houses and election for the lower house plays a less decisive 

role in the production of legislature where bicameralism is strong. His conclusion is that 

turnout will be relatively low where the legislature has little power, especially where the 

upper house is not (fully) elected. In summary, Jackman argues that the more powerful 

the body or institution that is being elected the greater the incentive among the citizenry 

to participate in such elections. Blais (2006) suggests that the same rationale can and 

should be apply to the division of power between the president and the legislature. The 

countries we are interested in studying consist of both presidential and parliamentary 

systems. This means we are able to pose a particular question: Does one kind of election 

give rise to greater turnout than the other? In principle, turnout should be higher for the 

most important election, which in some countries should be the legislative election and 

in others the presidential one (Blais 2000, p. 39). By focusing on elections where the 

most important figure of the executive is being elected, we therefore expect turnout to 

be higher for the institution that has more power. For the African countries, this will be 

presidential elections and for East Asia and Central/Eastern European countries these 
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are generally parliamentary elections.    

Number of Parties 

The central argument here is that turnout is expected to be higher when there are more 

parties involved. The simple reason for this is that the more parties there are, the more 

options voters have in choosing which party they should vote for. This should enable 

voters to find parties whose platform and ideology is reasonably close their own views 

on major national issues of the election. In addition, the more parties there are, the 

greater the electoral mobilisation (Blais, 2006). Empirically, research into this factor has 

produced mixed results. Jackman (1987) argues that the more parties there are, the 

higher the probability that the government will be made up of a coalition of parties, 

which in turn implies that the final makeup of the government depends not on the 

electorate but on the deals that the parties are willing to initiate, which may act as a 

disincentive to voters.  

Closeness of the Election 

Blais (2000) contends that among the institutional variables that are said to influence 

voting decisions at the individual level, the closeness of the election has produced the 

most consistent results and findings. The approach assumes that the closer an election 

appears to be prior to the election day, the more likely people will turn out to vote. The 

rationale behind this is that voters vote in such elections since they believe their vote is 

more likely to make a difference to an election outcome. By contrast, in a situation 

where an election outcome is regarded as 'predetermined' – that is, a foregone 

conclusion - such a contest will lead to a high degree of abstention and apathy from 

voters who will perceive that their vote has no influence in such an election. As argued 

by Bühlmann and Freitag (2006), in a close competitive election an individual's 
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propensity to vote is higher since the weight of each individual vote is believed to 

increase with the supposed marginality of an electoral outcome. Thies (2002) contends 

that the closeness of an election tends to drive citizens to participate in Japan as political 

elites (party and factional leaders) increase their efforts at mobilising people to go to the 

polls. Furthermore, scholars such as Cox and Munger (1989) and Shachar and Nalebuff, 

(1999) have succeeded in showing empirically that campaign efforts by parties and 

candidates are usually focused more on districts where outcomes are expected to be 

close. This means that there is an added mobilisational effect in such contests as well. 

Each of the variables discussed in the previous paragraph might be considered a factor 

relating to the institutional context of the political system in question: Proportional 

electoral systems increase the propensity to vote; the more competitive an election, the 

higher the propensity to vote in such countries; individuals living in parliamentary 

democracies tend to participate more than those living under presidential regimes 

(although individuals have a higher propensity to vote when legislative and presidential 

elections are held concurrently); the greater the confidence in the fairness of the 

election, the higher the individual propensity to vote. We would therefore expect such 

factors to come into play in Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Eastern Europe. Table 

2.4 summarises the variables and the expected effect across the four regions.  
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Table 2.4: Overview of the Expectation of the Institutional Model on Vote Choice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Notes: Explains what variables within the four regions that are expected to take a positive/negative sign. 

* WE (Western Europe), * AF (Sub-Saharan Africa), * EA (East Asia) and *CEE (Central and Eastern 

Europe).  

 

 

Summary of the Political and Institutional Model  

The theoretical discussion of the political and institutional approach points to five major 

hypotheses as to why people choose to vote:  

H4a: Proportional electoral systems increase the propensity to vote.  

H4b: The more competitive an election, the higher the propensity to vote. 

H4c: Individuals living in presidential democracies tend to participate more than those 

living under parliamentary regimes. 

H4d: Individuals have a higher propensity to vote when legislative and presidential 

elections are held concurrently.  

H4e: Countries having compulsory voting will produce a higher propensity for people 

to vote. However, with regards to the last of these, we will drop compulsory voting from 

our list of variables to be tested because none of the countries we are interested in 

Model 4 Variables Expected 

Effect 

(WE) 

Expected 

Effect 

(AF)  

Expected 

Effect 

(EA) 

Expected 

Effect 

(CEE) 
 

 

Political/ 

Institutional 

Model  

Electoral 

system  

+ + + + 

Compulsory 

voting   

+ + + + 

Closeness of 

the election  

+ + + + 

Concurrent 

elections 

+ + + + 

Political 

system 

+ + + + 
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practise compulsory voting. 

 

2.8 RATIONAL CHOICE MODEL 

Rational choice analysis is perhaps the leading paradigm for research on voting 

behaviour. In an attempt to catalogue, examine and evaluate the field’s current 

understanding of the rational choice approach with regards to explaining individuals' 

voting decisions, one is compelled to begin with the work of Anthony Downs, who is 

considered to be a founding father on whose shoulders many subsequent scholars have 

stood. The ‘‘calculus of voting’’ model was initially developed by Downs (1957) and 

later extended by Riker and Ordeshook (1968). This model emphasises that there is a 

cost-benefit calculus of voting whereby benefits should outweigh costs in order for a 

person to turn out to vote. I can explain this model by going back to an equation that 

was proposed by Downs.   

R = (B) (P) – C + D 

Where R is the total reward a citizen will gain from voting, B is the benefit a person 

thinks he/she will accrue from having his/her preferred candidate win, P is an individual 

perception of the probability that his/her single vote will change the election outcome, C 

represents the cost of voting to the individual, and D stands for the psychic satisfaction 

an individual would gain from voting. The logical explanation of this equation is that if 

R is positive, the citizen is assumed to gain a reward from voting that outweighs the cost 

and will therefore participate in an election. As Harder et al (2008) suggest, the more 

positive R is, the more likely an individual is to vote. A variation on this general 

approach has been proposed by Joshua Harder and Jon A. Krosnick (2008) as follows:  

Likelihood of Voting = (Motivation to vote × Ability to vote) ÷ Difficulty of voting 
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From this equation, it is clear that the decision of an individual of whether to vote or not 

to vote can be explained as a function of his/her motivation to vote, his/her ability to 

vote and the difficulty of the act of voting (Harder and Krosnick, 2008, p. 526). 

Motivation here is therefore seen an important factor that determines an individual 

propensity to vote. This motivation to vote may derive from a strong preference for one 

candidate over competitors. The Motivation to vote here replaces B in Downs' equation. 

The motivation to vote is also explained either from pressure that a voter received from 

friends/family or from the belief that voting is a duty. 

All in all, this equation suggests that the more motivation or ability that a citizen has, 

the more likely he/she is to turn out to vote. The ability to vote generally refers to a 

citizen’s aptitude and competence to absorb information about political events and 

candidates. The ability of voters to process this political information enables them to 

form candidate preferences (Harder and Krosnick, 2008, p. 527). Finally, in their 

equation, the difficulty of voting simply points to certain conditions outside the voter's 

mind such as strictness of voting procedures, the degree to which polling stations are 

publicised, the physical closeness of person’s polling station to his/her home, the 

availability of information about the candidates contesting the election and lastly, the 

availability of time at the disposal of the would–be voters.   

Unfortunately, the rational choice approach is subject to well-known criticisms. Riker 

and Ordeshook (1988, p. 28) argue that the chances of any individual vote affecting the 

outcome of an election for nationwide public office are virtually zero, even in a close 

election. That is, one ballot cannot make any difference. This, therefore, implies that the 

calculus of voting in its simplest form does not seem to work. The obvious question to 

ask is: does this make the model redundant? In order to address this problem, several 
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extensions and amendments to the model have been developed by rational choice 

theorists. These amendments propose that individuals may decide to vote to maintain 

democracy, out of a sense of duty, because they are risk-averse and wish to avoid the 

regret of having not voted and seeing their preferred candidate lose by one vote, because 

of the reasoning that other citizens will not vote and that their own vote could become 

decisive, because the cost of voting is practically nil and, finally, because they find it 

rational not to calculate benefits and costs when both are very small (Blais, 2000). For 

this study, I follow in the same footstep of previous writers (Blais, 2000) by amending 

the rational choice theory to mean that the perceived benefits include the economic 

wellbeing of voters and the need to preserve democracy or satisfaction with democracy 

as critical variables that influence citizens' voting decisions. 

Preserving Democracy  

Firstly, beginning with the first amendment of the model, I suggest that it is rational for 

people to decide to vote to preserve democracy, that is, avoid the collapse of democracy 

and democratic ideas and principles. I would argue that voters in new democracies may 

be especially keen to decide to vote in order to avoid the collapse of democracy. That is, 

they may reason that everyone else will go through the same cost-benefit calculus and 

will come to the conclusion that it is rational to abstain. But when no one votes, 

democracy is threatened, and they benefit from the existence of democracy and have a 

long-term interest in its maintenance. As a consequence, individuals are more willing to 

bear the cost of voting in order to ensure against the potential breakdown of democracy.  

As Roberts (2008, p. 3) states, democratic participation is believed to keep community 

life vital and public institutions accountable. It resolves conflict through ‘‘a 

participatory process of ongoing, proximate self-legislation and the creation of a 

political community capable of transforming dependent private individual into free 



69 

 

 

 

citizens and the partial and private interest into public goods’’.  This is an advantage 

that individuals may well regard as very considerable, especially if they have had recent 

experience of living under oppressive regimes. Based on this, I therefore hypothesise a 

positive association between voters’ evaluation of democracy in their countries, and 

their decision to vote.   

The Economy and Individuals’ Outlook 

Secondly, I focus on citizens’ economic wellbeing as another amendment to the rational 

choice theory. My line of argument here is that through an evaluation of individual and 

country economic situations individuals may decide to vote. There has been an 

extensive literature that centres on economic reasons to explain the propensity of voters 

to turn out at the polls. This ‘economic vote’, as it has come to be called, may take 

different forms: It could be retrospective - that is, voters’ judge past economic 

performance and on the basis of that assessment vote for or against the political 

incumbent - or it could be prospective, where voters act on the economic promises of 

candidates (Lewis-Beck and Stegmainer, 2008 p. 303).  The main point to drive home is 

that at the core of these literature is the assumption that citizens vote for the incumbent 

government if economic times are good. On the other hand, if voters judge that their 

economic wellbeing and that of the government is bad, they simply vote against such 

incumbents (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2000).  

The effect of individuals considering their economic and government situations before 

deciding to vote, implies that elections will be won or lost on the nature of the country’s 

economy. In principle, this could work in one of two ways. Economic recession might 

incentivise people to turn out in the polls if they are motivated to punish governments 

for poor economic performance. Alternatively, they might be motivated to turn out 
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where they approve of the incumbent government’s record and wish to keep it in office. 

Pacek (1994), is credited as one of the first to test the economic voter framework in 

post-communist Eastern Europe. He examined district data from the Polish presidential 

and legislative elections of 1990 – 1991, finding that rising unemployment lowered the 

vote for the pro-reform incumbent, as well as lowering voter turnout, which suggests 

that the former of our alternative hypotheses is more likely to hold. Based on this, I 

therefore propose that voters’ evaluations of the economic performance of their 

countries are likely to be positively associated with their decision to vote. This is best 

explained by the fact that individuals who make a positive evaluation of the economy 

are more likely to turn out and vote because they are motivated to keep the present 

government in place.  

Table 2.5: Overview of the Expectation of Rational Choice Model on Vote Choice 

 

Notes: Explains what variables within the four regions that are expected to take a positive/negative sign. 

* WE (Western Europe), * AF (Sub-Saharan Africa), * EA (East Asia) and *CEE (Central and Eastern 

Europe).  

 

Summary of the Rational Choice Model  

As revealed in Table 2.5, the theoretical expectations are that people's support for, 

satisfaction with and sense of the need to preserve democracy, coupled with their 

assessments of the state of the economy and their own wellbeing are major explanatory 

variables in understanding citizens' decisions to either vote or not to vote. Thus: 

Model 5 Variables Expected 

Effect (WE) 

Expected 

Effect (AF)  

Expected 

Effect (EA) 

Expected 

Effect (CEE) 

 

Rational 

Choice 

Model   

Satisfaction with 

democracy   

+ + + + 

Country economy 

outlook  

+ + + + 

Individuals’ well 

being  

+ + + + 
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H5a: Higher satisfaction with democracy in a polity leads to a higher propensity to vote.  

H5b: A positive evaluation of the economy by an individual increases his or her 

propensity to vote.  

H5c: A positive evaluation of one’s own economic condition increases his or her 

propensity to vote.  

 

2.9 SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES 

This theoretical and empirical review of the existing literature on electoral participation 

presented in this chapter, has identified five major approaches that aim at explaining 

citizen’s decision to vote: the resource, political culture, mobilisation, institutional and 

rational choice models. These are reflected in the hypotheses that I will be testing in this 

thesis, as summarised below.    

H1 (Resource Model):  

 H1a: The higher an individual’s level of education, the higher the propensity to 

vote.  

 H1b: The higher the socio-economic status of an individual (that is, income and 

material status) the higher the propensity to vote.  

 H1c: Older people are most likely to participate, while the youngest will 

participate less.  

 H1d: Men have a higher propensity to vote than women.  

H2 (Political Culture Model):    

 H2a: The higher an individual’s political interest, the higher is his or her 

propensity to vote. 
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 H2b: The greater an individual’s sense of efficacy (both internal and external), 

the higher his or her propensity to vote. 

 H2c: The greater the trust in political institutions the higher will be the 

propensity to vote. 

 H2d: The greater the trust in other members of society the higher will be the 

propensity to vote. 

H3 (Mobilisation Model):   

 H3a: The greater an individual’s party ties, the higher will be his or her 

propensity to vote. 

 H3b: Individuals with membership of social organisations or political 

associations tend to a have greater propensity to vote. 

 H3c: Individuals with strong ethnic attachments will have higher propensity to 

vote. 

 We expect individuals who are more religious to have a higher propensity to 

vote. 

 H3d: People who discuss about politics are more likely to vote than those who 

are not 

H4 (Political Institutional Model): 

 H4a: The more competitive an election, the higher the propensity to vote in such 

countries. 

 H4b: Voters will have a higher propensity to vote under proportional electoral 

system than under majoritarian systems. 
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 H4c: Individuals living in parliamentary democracies tend to participate more 

than those living under presidential regimes. 

 H4d: Individuals have a higher propensity to vote when legislative and 

presidential elections are held concurrently.  

H5 (Rational Choice Model):  

 H5a: Higher satisfaction with democracy in a polity leads to a higher propensity 

to vote.  

 H5b: A positive evaluation of the economy by an individual increases his or her 

propensity to vote.  

 H5c: A positive evaluation of one’s own economic condition increases his or her 

propensity to vote.  

 

2.10 ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION IN AFRICA, EAST ASIA AND 

CENTRAL/EASTERN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES  

Despite the fact that voting is essential in new democracies, the reasons why people 

choose to vote in these countries are still poorly understood. As we have observed, 

research on electoral participation at the individual level is largely focused on Western 

democracies. Nonetheless, a few empirical studies have examined electoral participation 

within a single region in new democracies, and it is useful to outline these in order to 

assess what is known so far. Beginning with the African case, Kuenzi and Lambright 

(2011) focus on the question ‘Who Votes in Africa?’ Drawing on evidence from the 

Afrobarometer survey data to assess the determinants of voting for 10 African countries, 

they argue that agencies of mobilisation, most especially identifying with a political 

party, are among the most important predictors of voting. Certain attitudes, such as 
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support for democracy, also influence the individual decision of whether to vote. They 

also find that two institutional variables, that is, type of electoral formula and 

concurrency of presidential and legislative elections, have positive effects on voter 

turnout. Media exposure is another factor to have a significant positive relationship with 

voter’s turnout.  

 Bratton, Bhavnani and Chen (2012), also employing Afrobarometer (Round 3) survey 

data for 16 African countries, suggest that would-be voters consider policy 

performance, especially the government’s perceived handling of unemployment, 

inflation and income distribution. Moreover, their study highlights that an adequate 

account of the intended vote choice in Africa also requires recognition that voters 

attempt to associate themselves with prospective winners since they wish to gain 

material benefit and evade or escape retribution after the election. However, although 

these are interesting studies the authors sometimes draw inferences from elections that 

were considered as clearly flawed in the eyes of national and international observers, 

such as the case of Zimbabwe. Most of the countries referred to in these studies have a 

rating of 3 and above on their political rights scale according to Freedom House ratings, 

which casts doubt on the fairness of these elections and on the credibility of the 

electoral statistics such as turnout figures.  

With respect to post-Communist states, Orvista, Caplanova and Hudson (2005), relying 

on survey data obtained from Eurobarometer, examine the determinants of electoral 

participation in 10 Central/Eastern European states. Their analysis focuses on both 

referenda (about joining the EU and NATO) and national elections. Their results 

suggest that intended electoral participation increases with age, income and education. 

Attitudinal variables such as confidence in the free market and satisfaction with the 
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general development of the country impact positively on people’s intended decision to 

vote. In focusing on both referenda and national elections, one wonders if the 

differences between these types of election might affect people’s intended decision to 

vote in a systematic way? While referenda can be considered as quasi-elections, in that 

they present people the opportunity of expressing their preferences, they are nonetheless 

different in the sense that they focus just on one question or a small set of issues rather 

than the question of who should represent and govern the people.  

With respect to the East Asia regions, although research on voting behaviour is still 

developing, it is important to reference Fuh-Sheng Hseih and David Newman’s edited 

volume How Asia Votes (2002). In this book, a number of contributors attempt to 

improve our understanding of elections across 10 Asia-Pacific countries (Cambodia, 

China, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Taiwan and 

Thailand). This group clearly includes some very different regimes in terms of the 

freedom and fairness of elections. Even so, although the results are mixed across the 

different countries, a number of factors have been pinpointed as important in 

influencing people’s propensity to turn out, including age, associational networks, 

religiosity, ethnicity, and the competitiveness of elections.  

Although, the above-mentioned works each shed light on the nature of electoral 

participation in these three regions, they suffer from a number of shortcomings. First, 

some of the sub-Saharan Africa cases and East Asia cases are more properly classified 

as electoral authoritarian regimes rather than free and fair democracies (e.g., Zimbabwe, 

Malaysia, and Singapore). A second measurement issue that affects some of the 

previous research is on sub-Saharan Africa and Central/Eastern Europe is that it deals 

solely with the intention to vote, that is the likelihood of voting at the next election 
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(Orvista at al., 2005; Bratton et al., 2012). However, Schmitt and Mannheimer (1991) 

show that, in European elections, the intention to vote and actual voting do not always 

yield similar relationships with other (explanatory) variables. In particular, the stated 

intention of voting is likely to be even more prone to norms of social desirability than 

the reported act of actually voting. Based on this, I would agree with Blais (2000), who 

argues that it is more prudent to study reported voting than the mere intention to vote. 

Hence, the dependent variable in this thesis will be reported turnout at the individual 

level, rather than declared intention to vote. Furthermore, the countries chosen are free 

based on Freedom House’s conception of electoral democracy.   

 

2.11 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

I have now reviewed the literature pertaining to the decision to vote at the individual 

level, and derived five major hypotheses which will be tested across new and 

established democracies to see how far the explanations vary by geo-political region and 

political system. We have also seen that there is a less than extensive empirical 

literature on turnout in new democracies, and that it is in any case very limited in terms 

of what is takes into account. It is now time to turn to a detailed explanation of the 

research design and methods that this thesis will use.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



77 

 

 

 

CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

This chapter deals with the research design and data upon which the entire project rests. 

I begin with a discussion of the methodological issues and problems associated with 

research on electoral studies, before proceeding to the next section of the chapter that 

deals with the research method and design upon which this thesis is based. Here, I 

describe the methods to be used and highlight the methodological challenges associated 

with studies of electoral behaviour. This includes a discussion of case selection and the 

operationalisation and measurement of our dependent and independent variables.  But 

before I move to these issues, it is essential to clarify one thing: Why focus on the new 

democracies of sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern Europe? 

 

3.1 COMPARATIVE FRAMEWORK AND PARAMETERS FOR COMPARING 

THE REGIONS 

Why compare Africa, East Asia and post-Communist states? There are some obvious 

similarities that might justify a cross-regional comparison. The major commonality 

between them is that they all experienced the transition to democracy almost at the same 

time, which was in the early 1990s following the disintegration of the Soviet Union and 

the end of the Cold War. These years therefore marked the first wave of open and 

competitive elections in these states. After more than twenty years of democratic 

experience and electoral participation, institutional and behavioural patterns should be 

institutionalizing, so it is the right time to research the voting decisions in these regions, 

to see which factors are associated with electoral participation. Pietsch, Miller and Karp 
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(2015, p.5) argue that East Asia and Eastern Europe are frontline regions for the spread 

and consolidation of democracy, as they both include a large amount of new 

democracies as well as electoral authoritarian regimes that may gradually become more 

competitive. Additionally, Levitsky and Way (2010) and Boix (2011) contend that the 

relatively high level of economic development makes these regions a perfect context for 

democratic consolidation. But a decade ago cross-national comparison of voting 

behaviour across these three regions would not have been possible because of the 

absence of survey research from Africa and East Asia (Dalton et al. 2008). So, 

comparative analyses are possible now because of the recent development of public 

opinion surveys in Africa and East Asia.  

That said, the three regions are quite different in a number of ways, including a history 

of communist regimes, legacy of colonialism, rates of human development, levels of 

economic development and varied party systems. This in itself is useful though since, 

should we find differences in our explorations of voting from one region to another, 

these differences might prove fruitful as potential sources of explanation. On the other 

hand, if the findings prove to be broadly similar across all of these regions, it would 

suggest that one or more key underlying factors are driving the similarity of outcome, 

despite the many differences between the regions. To this extent, it would approximate 

a most different systems comparative strategy. 

The most different systems design is a case selection technique where cases are different 

on specified variables other than X1 and Y. That is, cases are different in all respects 

except the variables of theoretical interest (Gerring, 2007, pp. 90-215). In the most 

different system design, variations on independent variables are prized, while variations 

on the outcomes are eschewed. The researcher, therefore, tries to identify cases where 
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just one independent variable (X1), as well as the dependent variable (Y) covary, while 

all other plausible factors (X2 a- d) show different values
 
(Gerring, 2007, p. 139).  It is 

important to note this design is taken from Mill (1875, p. 541) and according to him the 

most different system design is known as the method of agreement. Mill defines the 

method of agreement as follows:  

If two or more instances of the phenomenon under investigation have only one 

circumstance in common, the circumstances in which alone all the instances agree, is 

the cause or effect of the given phenomenon.  

The application of this method is straightforward in that if an investigator wants to 

know the cause of a certain phenomenon, he or she should first identify instances of the 

phenomenon and then attempt to determine which circumstance invariably precedes its 

appearance. The circumstance that satisfies this requirement is the cause
 
(Ragin, 1987). 

The researcher therefore aims to explain a circumstance that is present in all the cases of 

interest. If these instances have only one of several possible antecedent circumstances in 

common, then this antecedent circumstance in which all the instances agree is the cause 

or the effect of the phenomenon
 
(Caramani, 2009, pp. 45-46). Essentially, as Ragin 

(1987, p. 36) pointed out, the method of agreement is a search for a pattern of 

invariance, since all instances of a phenomenon are identified, and the investigator 

attempts to determine which of the possible causal variables is constant across all 

instances. This approach does carries certain well- known weaknesses. First, is the 

familiar problem of too many variables and too few cases. However, this problem is not 

intrinsic to the most different system design as it applies equally to the most similar 

systems design. Second, the problem of establishing equivalence is another well-known 

difficulty of this approach. Survey-based research of the kind relied on in this thesis, 
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covering many different nations and cultures (sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and 

Central/Eastern Europe) encounters the familiar problem of establishing whether 

responses to questions asked in each country can be treated as functionally equivalent. 

For example, precise wording and coding for items such as those monitoring 

satisfaction with democracy or party affiliation in Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern 

Europe may be different. In order to overcome this problem, I have undertaken the 

necessary steps to define, operationalize and explain how the dependent and 

independent variables that I propose to use in this thesis have been measured in all four 

surveys.  

Regardless of the aforementioned criticisms, the strongest utility of this design and of 

course one that has stood the test of time as a comparative research method, is that the 

comparison of these different and diverse regions facilitates theory-building and testing 

in a way that no other method is apt to. This design is therefore well suited for my 

research question because of the following: It enables me to see if there are differences 

between the established and newer democracies as a whole, or whether there are 

differences between the newer democracies as well with regards to the determinants of 

electoral participation. In effect, it sets up a series of most different systems design 

tests: For example, will we find that personal resources have a significant independent 

impact on the decision to vote, even when the various cases we are looking at differ 

widely in most respects, or that institutional factors such as the electoral system do? 

And so on. To be precise, in general terms I expect to find one of the following patterns: 

Firstly, no significant differences between Western Europe, Central/Eastern Europe, 

East Asia and Africa. This would affirm that the models that have been developed in the 
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oldest established democracies to explain why people choose to vote are ‘general’ and 

have the widest application among democracies.  

Secondly, differences between Western Europe on the one hand and new democracies 

(Central/Eastern Europe, East Asia and Africa) on the other hand – suggesting that 

something different is happening in newer democracies. This would then raise the 

interesting questions of what and why?  

Lastly, quite distinctive patterns in each of the four broad geo-political regions. That is, 

each region is unique in some way: what might explain these?  

 

3.2 THE CASE FOR MULTILEVEL ANALYSIS  

The principal ambition of this study is to test the theoretical expectations of why people 

turn out on election day. However, it is important to address an important 

methodological challenge that is often associated with research on electoral studies – the 

need to take into account more than one level of analysis. In the last fifty years or so 

electoral research has been spearhead by survey research. As Curtice (2000, p. 162) 

points out, individual-level survey data is often affected by the ‘‘context problem’. The 

difficulty here is that in order to explain people’s propensity to vote or not to vote in 

elections, many studies have tended to pay too little attention to the context in which an 

individual vote is cast. 

In trying to understand or explain why people choose to vote or not to vote, it is not 

good enough to analyse individual behaviour in isolation, while ignoring what happens 

at the contextual, macro or aggregate level. For example, Curtice (2002) argues that at 

the macro level or country level, many factors could affect the voting decision of 

individual voters, including parties, candidates, media reports, events, state of the 
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economy, foreign wars or just a simple gaffe. How do we get over this methodological 

issue? He therefore proposes two important changes to the traditional individual-level 

approach to election studies.  

Firstly, he argues that there is a need to combine both micro and macro-level variables 

in order to understand why people vote or do not vote in elections. The rationale here is 

that we cannot expect to understand electoral behaviour simply by looking at it through 

the prism of the individual voter; rather, we need also to measure the macro or 

aggregate context within which electoral behaviour takes place. This therefore means 

that any study trying to explain voting intention must take into consideration both the 

individual and country characteristics that are believed to influence people’s propensity 

to turn out in elections. Secondly, this might affect our understanding of causal 

relationships, for once context is brought in to the analysis, researchers may no longer 

be interested simply in whether A causes B. Rather, and researchers will be interested in 

whether the relationship between A and B varies according to the context, C. The 

method we therefore rely on for this thesis must take account of the impact of context.  

 

3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN  

In view of the foregoing discussion, it would seem logical to test the hypotheses which 

we have established through multivariate and multilevel modelling of survey data. What 

is multilevel modelling, and why is it useful for this thesis? 

3.3.1 Is Multilevel Modelling Needed? 

Jones and Steenbergen (1997) have argued that the case for multilevel modelling relies 

on the assumption that variations in a dependent variable are a function of both lower-
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level and higher level factors. For example, they suggest that when examining 

individual level data, variations in behaviour and attitudes are not only a function of 

individual level attributes, but also extra-individual level factors. How does this relate to 

this thesis? In an attempt to explain people’s propensity to vote or not to vote, we rely 

on four sets of survey data: Afrobarometer, Asiabarometer, Eurobarometer and CSES 

(The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems). These datasets are all multilevel in 

nature in that one unit of analysis is nested within another – in particular, individuals are 

located within different countries. My use of multilevel modelling is therefore not only 

justified by the fact that the datasets are multilevel in nature but also by the fact in 

political science many theories hinge on the presumption that something observed at 

one level is related to something observed at another level. This implies various things. 

First, Steenbergen and Jones (2002, p. 219) argue that multilevel data make it possible 

for researchers to combine multiple levels of analysis in a single comprehensive model 

by specifying predictors at different levels. The logic of this argument is that models 

that are usually made up of multiple levels of analysis are less likely to suffer from 

model misspecification when compared to models that comprise just a single level. 

Second, Western (1998), argues that multiple level analysis gives researchers the 

opportunity of exploring causal heterogeneity, by specifying cross-level interactions. 

This allows researchers to determine whether the causal effect of lower-level predictors 

is conditioned or moderated by higher-level predictors. Third, the problem of 

generalisability (Rokkan 1966, Przeworski and Teune 1970, Lijphart 1971) is addressed 

by multilevel analysis, as it enables a researcher to see if the findings obtained in a 

particular context can also be apply to other contexts.  
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Multilevel modelling is therefore defined as an approach which involves specifying two 

or more levels or stages of a relationship among variables and parameters. This 

approach is sometimes known by different names such as multilevel analysis, random 

coefficient models, variance components, or hierarchical modelling or regression 

because the levels are often arranged in a hierarchy (Greenland 2000, p. 158). The 

common denominator for all these methods is that the dependent variable is usually 

analysed at the lowest level of the analysis in which an investigator is interested. That is, 

the dependent variable is analysed as a product or function of the predictors measured at 

this level of analysis and of predictors measured at one or more higher levels of 

analysis. The impact of the predictors at the lowest level of analysis is allowed to vary 

randomly over the higher level of analysis. This therefore means that in multilevel 

modelling or analysis, a researcher is expected to build models that capture the layered 

structure of the data and also to determine how each layer interacts with and impacts the 

dependent variable. These models are fast becoming a standard in political science and 

are usually estimated either using Bayesian simulation (Snijders and Bosker, 1999) or 

quasi-likelihood methods (Goldstein, 1995).    

3.3.2 Reasons for Using Multilevel Modelling 

According to Steenbergen and Jones (2002), multilevel modelling offers several 

advantages. Firstly, it allows the inclusion of micro and macro level control variables as 

well as cross-level-interactions. Multilevel modelling therefore permits the analysis of 

substantive contextual effects while still allowing for heterogeneity between contextual 

units. At the same time, multi-level models help improve statistical inferences. They 

usually do this because the hierarchical nature of the data structure is explicitly taken 

into consideration. The reliance of this thesis on multilevel analysis is therefore justified 
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by the fact that the simultaneous modelling of individual and contextual determinants to 

explain individual behaviour is only possible through this method and therefore 

overcomes the methodological issues or problems that have often characterised electoral 

studies.   

Second, multilevel models allow me not only to distinguish different variations at 

different levels, but also make it possible to measure varying relationships between 

variables based on the difference of cross-level interactions. That is, they allow the 

modelling of cross-level interactions, measuring the influence of contextual factors on 

the strength of connections between response and predictor variables. Jones (1997) 

states that the underlying principle of multilevel modelling is quite simply that the 

intercepts of common linear ordinary least squares regression analysis are allowed to 

vary. Having established the value of multilevel modelling in general terms, it is 

important to ask what the advantage is of applying it in an analysis that seek to 

understand people’s decision of whether to vote or not to vote at the individual level? 

First, it is important to note that because our dependent variable (voted last election) is 

dichotomous, we do not use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression for our estimations, 

but instead transform the dependent variable into a logit structure, since logit multilevel 

analysis is similar to that used in conventional logit analysis. The use of multilevel 

modelling ensures that estimates of variance and their associated standard errors provide 

a direct test for the impact of measured contextual effects on people’s voting decisions.  

Moreover, hierarchical models allow for a precise estimation of individual level factors 

because they control for important contextual factors that may bias the results. In 

addition, given that the data that I intend to use for this study are multilevel in nature, 

that is individual respondents are nested in countries and survey years, running OLS 
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regression is very likely to violate its main assumptions of homoscedastic and 

independent errors (Alcañiz and Hellwig, 2010; Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal, 2012). We 

will therefore apply logistic multivariate and multilevel modelling for this thesis. At its 

simplest, a multilevel model focuses on two levels: level 1 and level 2. In this thesis, 

voters or individuals (level 1) are nested in different countries (level 2). The dependent 

variable (which is vote at last election) is measured for level-1 units, since this is the 

primary level of the analysis. The advantage of combining both level 1 and level 2 

parameters, that is, of placing voters within the national context, permits testing 

hypotheses about the influence of individual and contextual level characteristics on 

electoral participation. It thus enables the creation of analytical models that do not treat 

individuals as isolated from the national contexts in which they live, which should make 

for better and more informative explanations of electoral participation (Van Egmond 

2003, p. 16).  

 

3.4 DATA 

I use three datasets which incorporate similar variables and are therefore appropriate for 

comparing with each other: The Afrobarometer for Sub-Saharan African cases, the 

AsiaBarometer for East Asian cases, and the Eurobarometer for Central/Eastern 

European countries. These data are span a broad range of time thereby permitting us to 

see how Africans, East Asians and East European voters have behaved over recent 

decades with regards to their decisions to vote or not to vote in elections.  

The Afrobarometer is an independent, non-partisan research project that measures 

social, political and economic attitudes and behaviour in Africa. The surveys have so far 

been conducted in 35 African countries and are repeated on a regular cycle. They ask a 
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standard set of questions, so countries can be systematically compared since trends in 

public attitudes are tracked over time. They are designed to generate samples that are 

nationally representative across all citizens of voting age.  

The AsiaBarometer is an applied research program that aims to gauge public opinion on 

issues such as political values, democracy, and governance across Asia. Finally, data for 

the Central/Eastern European cases are drawn from the Eurobarometer. The survey is 

archived at Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences, Cologne, Germany, and consist of 

questions that target attitudes about current political situations and the evaluation of the 

democratic and economic reforms in these countries. The sampling process involves a 

multi-stage stratified random sample of persons, and the mode of data collection is 

through face-to-face interviews with standard questions
3
.  

The beauty of using these three datasets is that the same survey questions are asked in a 

similar manner in the various countries. These surveys are more appropriate than 

national election studies for the purposes of this thesis because they provide for the 

possibility of cross-national comparison. And although the focus of this thesis is on new 

democracies, I nevertheless argue that it will be important to examine what is happening 

in Western European democracies in order to establish a benchmark for comparing old 

and new democracies. I therefore introduce the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 

(CSES) module 3 data as the fourth dataset for this thesis, which was conducted in ten 

different European countries: Austria, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Sweden, Netherland, 

Denmark, Norway, Spain and Finland from 2006 – 2011. 

                                                           
3
 More technical information on the Afrobarometer, AsiaBarometer and Eurobarometer, can be obtained 

from their websites: http://zacat.gesis.org/webview/, http://www.afrobarometer.org/survey-and-

methods/samplingprinciples and http://www.asianbarometer.org/survey/survey-countries).  

http://zacat.gesis.org/webview/
http://www.afrobarometer.org/survey-and-methods/samplingprinciples
http://www.afrobarometer.org/survey-and-methods/samplingprinciples
http://www.asianbarometer.org/survey/survey-countries
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This survey offers three major advantages. First, as we have pointed above, it covers ten 

Western European countries, and sets a baseline for comparing new and old 

democracies. Second, the survey contains a question about whether the respondent 

voted in the last national election which is identical to both the Afrobarometer, 

AsiaBarometer and Eurobarometer. Third, it also includes a number of key variables I 

have identified as necessary for examining and testing the hypotheses set out in the 

previous chapter. Tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 contains detailed information about the 

datasets which this thesis relies on.  

Table 3.1: Afrobarometer – Sub-Saharan African Countries  

Country  Round 1 

1999–2001 

Round 2 

2002–2003 

Round 3 

2005-2006 

Round 4 

2008-2009 

Round 5 

2011–2013 

Round 6 

2014 

Benin   × × × × 

Botswana × × × × × × 

Cape 

Verde 

 × × × × × 

Ghana × × × × × × 

Lesotho × × × × × × 

Mauritius     × × 

Namibia × × × × × × 

Senegal  × × × ×  

South 

Africa 

× × × × × × 

Source: Afrobarometer 

The Table above consists of nine Sub-Saharan African countries for which we are 

interested in exploring which factors determines individual’s propensity to vote in 

national elections. The Xs in the table shows which Afrobarometer survey was 

conducted in a country. This therefore means that the absence of an X signifies that no 
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survey was conducted in a country during that round. These Afrobarometer surveys 

collect information regarding African’s views on democracy, governance and quality of 

life. From the table, above, we see that the survey is currently on its sixth round.  

The first round of the survey was conducted between 1999 and 2001 and covered seven 

countries drawn from Southern Africa. Round 2 surveys were completed in 2003 and 

included four new countries. Round 3 was conducted from 2005 to 2006. Round 4 

comprised 20 countries and was conducted from 2008 to 2009. Round 5 was conducted 

from 2011 to 2013, and involved of 35 countries. Finally, Round 6 has just been 

completed an include 35 of the countries surveyed in Round 5, with the addition of 

South Sudan.  In this thesis, our interest is limited just to nine countries. In Round 1, we 

have five countries, Round 2, seven countries, Round 3, we have eight countries, Round 

4, we have eight countries, Round 5, we have all nine countries and in Round 6 we also 

have nine countries. The reason for limiting our analysis just to these nine countries will 

be dealt with in a later section of this chapter that focuses on case selection and the 

criteria for choosing cases.   

Table 3.2: Eurobarometer – Central/Eastern European Countries 

Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe 1990–2001 

Country First Wave 1990–1992 Second Wave 1997–2001 

Bulgaria × × 

Czech Republic  × × 

Estonia  × × 

Hungary  × × 

Serbia  - - 
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Latvia   × 

Lithuania  × × 

Romania  × × 

Croatia  - - 

Slovakia   × 

Slovenia  × × 

Poland  × × 

Source: Eurobarometer Survey   

Table 3.2 shows the number of countries and their distribution in the different Rounds 

of the Eurobarometer which I am interested in studying. The Eurobarometer survey 

known as ‘The consolidation of democracy in Central and Eastern European countries’ 

was conducted from 1990 to 2002. For the first wave, we have 9 countries represented 

which is indicated by the Xs, while for the second wave, we have 10 countries. As 

shown in the Table, Serbia and Croatia were all absent from this survey, which therefore 

reduces that number of countries that we can analyse to ten. 

Table 3.3: AsiaBarometer – East Asian Countries  

Country  Wave 1 

2001–2003 

Wave 2 

2005–2008 

Wave 3 

2010–2012 

Wave 4 

2013–2016 

Taiwan           ×           × × × 

Hong Kong × × ×  

South Korea           × × ×  

Thailand           × × × × 

Japan           × × ×  

Philippines           ×           × ×           × 
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Mainland 

China 
          × × × × 

Mongolia           × × × × 

Singapore  × × × 

Indonesia            -  × × × 

Source: AsiaBarometer survey  

 

Table 3.3 shows the number of countries and their distribution in the different wave of 

the AsiaBarometer which I am interested in studying. For the first wave, we have 8 

countries represented which is indicated by the Xs, while for the second and third wave, 

we have 10 countries and finally wave 4 that began in 2013 would be completed at the 

end of 2016. 

 

3.5 SELECTION OF CASES 

One of the most durable conventions about what constitutes an appropriate research 

strategy in comparative politics is the selection of cases (Geddes, 1990, p. 131). The 

cases consist of new democracies of sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Central/Eastern 

European states. For this study, I also apply a minimalistic definition of democracy that 

considers free and fair elections as a criterion for judging whether a country is 

democratic or not. Like Schumpeter (1942, p. 265), I will start with a strictly procedural 

definition of democracy: the democratic method is ‘that institutional arrangement for 

arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means 

of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote’. Beyond this, however, I rely on 

Freedom House’s concept of ‘‘electoral democracy’’. Specifically, Freedom House 

ratings judge which countries are considered democratic and which are not.  
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The evaluation of African, East Asian and Central/Eastern European democratic 

experiences is made by using the mean score for each nation on the 7- point Gastil 

Index of democratisation, which is based on an annual assessment of political rights and 

civil liberties monitored by Freedom House. Freedom House has been rating political 

rights and civil liberties in each country of the world since 1972. It is the most 

systematic evaluation of the degree of democracy, an evaluation whose validity is 

judged to be reputable (Bollen, 1993). This index of democracy has been extensively 

used in cross-national research (Burkhart and Lewis-Beck. 1994; Helliwell, 1994). 

Freedom House gives every country a rating ranging  

from 1 to 7 on political rights and civil liberties, a rating of 1 corresponding to 

maximum degree of freedom, and a rating of 7 to the minimum degree. My interest is 

directed particularly at the political rights scale, which focuses on the fairness of 

elections. I construe a rating of 1 and 2 as reflecting a satisfactory level of democracy; 

Freedom House itself collapses ratings of 1 and 2 into a single category indicating a free 

country (Gastil, 1979, p. 24). It should be noted that in drawing on the Freedom House 

ratings, I do not make a decision to include a case solely only on the basis of a single 

election, but rather look systematically at every national election covered by the surveys 

and then decide if the country can be judged democratic overall. 

As of 2013, out of 54 countries in Africa, 10 countries met these criteria. However, I 

choose to exclude Mauritius simply because there was no survey carried out for these 

countries on the Afrobarometer, which therefore leaves us with 08 African countries. 

With respect to East Asian countries, based on this criterion, out of the 8 countries 

represented in the AsiaBarometer, only four countries (Japan, South Korea, Mongolia 

and Taiwan) meet the requirement of being fully free and fair, while Philippines, 
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Singapore, Indonesia and Malaysia are only considered partly free and as such are 

excluded from this study. For Post-Communist states, I focus on 12 countries. Countries 

like Belarus, Albania, Kosovo and Bosnia and Herzegovinian were all eliminated 

because they were not considered as free by Freedom House ratings, while Serbia and 

Croatia, although democratic, were excluded from our study because of the absence of 

any survey for these countries. Finally, as concerns the Western European cases, I will 

include ten Western European countries: Austria, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, Sweden, 

Netherlands, Denmark, Norway, Spain and Germany derive from CSES Module 3. The 

full set of countries included in this study are reported in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4: Selected Cases 

Sub-Saharan 

Africa 

Countries  

Central/Eastern 

European 

Countries  

East Asian 

Countries  

Western European  

Countries  

Cape Verde Bulgaria  Japan  Austria  

Benin  Poland  South Korea  Germany  

Botswana  Czech Republic Taiwan  Iceland  

Ghana  Estonia  Mongolia  Ireland  

Lesotho  Romania   Denmark  

Namibia  Hungary   Spain  

Senegal  Latvia   Sweden  

South Africa  Lithuania   Finland  
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 Slovakia   Netherlands  

 Slovenia   Spain  

 

3.6 CONCEPTUALISATION AND OPERATIONALISATION OF VARIABLES 

 

3.6.1 Dependent Variable – Voted in Last Election  

Since the focus of this study is to explain why people vote in new democracies, the 

dependent variable is ‘voted last election’. All four datasets included this variable 

asking respondents who have attained voting age whether they voted in the previous 

election. I collapse the dependent variable into a dichotomous variable according to 

whether a voter voted in the previous election or not, with a value of = 1 if they did, and 

= 0 if they did not.  

Note that the original questions from which this dependent variable is derived are not 

identical across the four datasets, but they can be recoded and regarded as functionally 

equivalent. For the sub-Saharan African countries, using the Afrobarometer, this 

question is captured as follows: With regards to the most recent national election, which 

statement is true for you? You voted in the election, you decided not to vote, you could 

not find the polling station, you were prevented from voting, you did not have time to 

vote, did not vote for some other reason, you were not registered. I recoded the response 

options into two categories: The first category that is: you voted in the election was 

coded as 1, while the second category coded as 0 contained respondents who claim they 

decided not to vote or were unable to vote for some other reason.  
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In the AsiaBarometer, the question about voting in the last election is captured by the 

following question: In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of 

people were not able to vote because they were away from home, they were sick or they 

just did not have time. How about you? Did you vote in the most recent national 

election? Here, respondents were allowed to answer with a simple Yes or No response. I 

therefore recoded a Yes response as 1 and a No response as 0, while can’t choose, 

decline to answer and not applicable were all coded as missing values.  

Similarly, for the Central/Eastern European countries, the question is captured as 

follows: Did you vote in the last parliamentary election? Here the respondents were 

invited to answer with a simple Yes or NO response. I therefore recoded their response 

options into two categories. The first category where the respondents answer with a Yes 

was coded as 1, while the second category where the respondents answer with a No was 

coded as 0. Finally, for the Western European cases, using the CSES data, the question 

was captured by the survey as follows: With regards to the previous national election 

which statement is true: respondent cast a ballot, did not cast a ballot, not eligible to 

vote in last election. In order to ensure comparability, I recoded the response into two 

categories: respondent cast a ballot was coded as 1 and respondent did not cast a ballot 

was coded as 0. While respondent was not eligible to vote in the previous election was 

coded as missing. In all four datasets, respondents who refused to answer if they voted 

in the last election or not were coded as missing.  

 

3.6.2 Independent Variables  

In the previous chapter, the theoretical review of the literature on electoral participation 

resulted to a series of hypotheses which I will test in order to explain people’s 
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propensity to vote in new democracies. This section, outlines the independent variables 

that are derived from each of these models, and then specifies how these variables are 

operationalised in this study.  

Socio-Demographic Resource Variables  

The key variables from this theoretical perspective include level of education attained, 

occupational/socio-economic status, age and gender. First, beginning with level of 

education, I recoded respondent’s level of education into three categories: primary 

education coded as 0, secondary education coded as 1 and higher education coded as 2. 

In all four surveys, citizens are asked about the highest level of education they have 

completed or achieved. The precise questions in the surveys are as follows:  

For the Sub-Saharan African countries, the question is posed: what is the highest level 

of education you have completed: primary school completed, some secondary/high 

school, high school completed, post-secondary qualification not university, some 

university, university completed, Post-graduate. I recoded ‘primary school completed 

and some secondary/high school’ as Primary education = 0; ‘High school completed, 

post-secondary qualification not university and some university’ is recoded as 

secondary education coded = 1; while ‘university completed and post graduate’ is 

recoded as higher education = 2 (AB, Round 3).  

Turning to East Asian countries, respondent’s level of education is captured by a survey 

question that asks about the highest level of education that individuals have completed 

or achieved: no formal education, Incomplete primary/elementary, complete 

primary/elementary, incomplete secondary/high school: technical and vocational type, 

complete secondary/high school: technical and vocational, incomplete secondary/high 

school, complete secondary/high school, some university, university education 
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completed, post-graduate degree. I have coded education into three categories: primary 

education (coded 0) consisting of no formal education, Incomplete primary/elementary, 

complete primary/elementary, incomplete secondary/high school: technical and 

vocational type and incomplete secondary/high school. Secondary education (coded 1) 

and consists of: complete secondary/high school: technical and vocational, complete 

secondary/high school, some university and higher education (coded as 2) consisting of 

university education completed, post-graduate degree.  

For the Central/Eastern European countries, respondents were asked the following: 

What is your highest finished education level? Possible responses were ‘Primary, 

secondary (incomplete higher), higher and others’. I coded primary education as 0; 

secondary education/incomplete higher as 1; higher education as 2, while others were 

coded as missing. Moving to the Western European countries, the respondent’s level of 

education is captured by the following question in the survey: what is your highest 

education level? Possible response categories were ‘None, incomplete primary, primary 

completed, incomplete secondary, secondary completed, post-secondary (trade and 

vocational school), university undergraduate degree incomplete, university 

undergraduate degree completed and others’. Once again I collapsed these responses 

into three categories where no educational level, incomplete primary, primary 

completed and incomplete secondary were coded as 0 (primary education); secondary 

completed, post-secondary, university undergraduate degree incomplete was coded as 1 

(secondary education); university undergraduate degree completed was coded as 2 

(higher education); and others was coded as missing (CSES Module 3). By recoding 

respondent’s level of education into these three categories, a higher value reflects a 

higher level of education (which we would expect to be associated with a greater 
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propensity to vote in elections), with primary education being the reference category 

against which all other categories are compared.  

The second resource variable is gender. All four surveys have standard questions that 

reflect the gender of respondents. For the sake of clarity and ensuring comparability 

across the regions, I recoded gender into a dummy variable, where men are coded as 1 

and women coded as 0, with women being our reference category. Age is also included 

in the analysis. Given that the relationship between age and vote choice is non-linear, I 

collapse the age of the respondent’ into three categories: Young people, middle-aged 

adults and elderly people, where young people are coded as 0 and consist of respondents 

between the ages of 18 - 29, middle-aged adults are coded as 1 and are made up of 

respondents between the ages of 30 – 64 and finally elderly people are coded as 2 and 

consist of people of 65 and above, with young people as our reference category. 

Lastly, the socio-economic status of the respondents is included in our resource model. 

In all four datasets, there are questions that aim at measuring an individual’s socio-

economic status. They include questions relating to respondent’s income and 

occupational status. For the Western European and East Asian countries, the CSES and 

AsianBarometer surveys capture the individual’s socio-economic status through a 

question that looks at respondent’s monthly household income. Socio-economic status 

was therefore indicated by the relative levels of household income measured in quintiles 

(from lowest quintile to top quintile) with the lowest income quintile as our reference 

category. Moving to the African region, in the Afrobarometer there is no question that 

captures respondent’s income, unfortunately. Previous studies (Bratton et al, 2005; 

Isaksson, 2014; Kuenzi and Lambright, 2011), have simply used a question in the 

Afrobarometer about access to food as a proxy for income (Over the past years, how 
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often, if ever, have you or your family gone without food?). However, I would argue 

that trying to measure voters’ socio-economic status using access to food is very 

unconvincing given that almost 80 percent of individuals in these countries depend on 

agriculture or farming for their basic subsistence. Moreover, in these countries it is a 

common tendency for people to borrow from their neighbours if it happens they cannot 

afford food for themselves. I have therefore omitted income and access to food and 

focused more directly on variables measuring the occupational status of the 

respondents. Respondent’s occupational status is recoded in directly comparable ways 

for the Eurobarometer (Eastern European) and Afrobarometer into four categories: 

employer, professional, non-manual, manual
4
.  

Political Culture Variables  

A review of the existing literature on electoral participation pinpointed a number of 

political culture variables that I intend to test in respect to new democracies. These 

variables consist political interest, political trust, inter-personal trust and political 

efficacy. Firstly, starting with political interest, I measure this following the classical 

way of asking people how interested they are in politics (Gabriel and Van Deth, 1995, 

p. 395). In the African cases, using Afrobarometer, this question is captured as follows: 

How interested would you say you are in public affairs? Respondents had to decide 

between four categories: Not at all interested, not very interested, somewhat interested, 

very interested, don’t know and refused. I collapse respondent’s response into two 

categories: not at all interested and not very interested are recoded as not interested in 

                                                           
4
 Worth mentioning is that the manner we have SES across the four regions is not ideal, although it 

appears to be best you we can do in terms of coming up with a ‘functionally equivalent’ variable.  
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politics and coded as 0. Somewhat interested and very interested are recoded as being 

interested in politics and coded as 1. Citizens who responded with don’t know or 

refused response was coded as missing. Turning to East Asia, this variable is captured 

with an almost identical question: How interested would you say you are in politics? 

Respondents had to decide between four categories: Not at all interested, not very 

interested, somewhat interested and very interested. These responses are collapsed into 

a dummy variable; not at all interested and not very interested are recoded as not 

interested in politics coded as 0 (reference category) and somewhat interested and very 

interested is recoded as being interested in politics and coded as 1. 

For the European countries, the questions tapping political interest are less similar.  For 

Central/Eastern European countries, this question is captured by a survey question 

which ask respondents the following: Do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: As long as things are getting on well, you are not really interested in who is 

in power. Respondents therefore either had to choose between agree and disagree. 

Agree was recoded as not interested in politics and coded as 0, while disagree was 

recoded as being interested in politics and coded as 1. Finally, for the Western European 

cases, political interest is measured on the basis of the following questions: Some 

people say that it does not make a difference who is in power, other say that it makes a 

big difference who is in power. Those who confirm that it does not make a difference 

who is in power were treated as not interested in politics, and coded as 0. Respondents 

who responded that it does matter who is in power were treated as being interested in 

politics, and coded as 1. Of the four regions under analysis, this is perhaps the most 

different in respect of the political interest variable, but it is the best we can do in terms 

of establishing a functionally equivalent measure (van Deth, 1998).  
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The next political culture variables that are included in my model construction are 

political trust and social trust. Once again I rely on a standard survey questions to 

measure these variables. In the Afrobarometer, political trust is captured by a survey 

question which asks respondent the following: How much do you trust each of the 

following, or haven’t you heard enough about them to say? The president/prime 

minister: Not at all, just a little, somewhat, a lot. These responses are collapsed into two 

binary variables and recoded so that ‘No trust’ = 0 and ‘Trust’ = 1. Respondents whose 

response is not at all or just a little are coded as 0 and respondents whose response is 

somewhat and a lot are coded as 1.  

In the AsiaBarometer, political trust is measured by a question which asks respondents 

how much trust they have for the national government. Responses can be: None at all, 

not very much trust, quite a lot of trust, a great deal of trust. We coded political trust 

into a dummy variable, where none at all and not very much trust are coded as 0 (No 

trust), our reference category, while quite a lot of trust and a great deal of trust are 

coded as 1 (trust).  

In the Eurobarometer, political trust is captured by a survey question which ask 

respondents the following: In order to get ahead, people need to have confidence and to 

feel that they can trust themselves and others. To what degree do you think that you 

trust the following: totally, to a certain point, little and not at all? National government. 

‘Totally’ and ‘to a certain point’ were treated as having political trust and coded as 1, 

while ‘little’ and ‘not at all’ were treated as lacking political trust and coded as 0.  

Regarding inter-personal trust or social trust, in the Afrobarometer, this is captured as 

follows: Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you 

must be very careful in dealing with people? ‘You must be very careful’ is treated as 



102 

 

 

 

having no social trust and coded as 0, while ‘most people can be trusted’ is treated as 

having social trust and coded as 1. In the AsiaBarometer, this question (social trust) is 

capture by a survey question which asked respondents the following question: would 

you say that most people can be trusted or that you must be very careful in dealing with 

people? ‘You must be very careful’ is treated as having no social trust and coded as 0 

(reference category), while ‘most people can be trusted’ is treated as having social trust 

and coded as 1.  

For the Central/Eastern European countries inter-personal trust is captured by the 

following questions: In order get ahead, people need to have confidence and to feel that 

they can trust themselves and others. To what degree do you think that you trust people 

of your language or country? Totally, to a certain point, little or not all,. ‘Totally’ and 

‘to a certain point’ is treated as having social trust and coded as 1; ‘Little’ and ‘not at 

all’ are treated as lacking social trust and coded as 0. A higher value therefore represents 

social trust and a lower value represent no social trust. Don’t knows are generally coded 

as missing throughout this thesis
5
.  

Thirdly, political efficacy is measured by items intended to capture internal efficacy. In 

the Afrobarometer the question asks about the respondent’s ability to understand 

politics. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements: Politics and 

government sometimes seem so complicated that you cannot really understand what 

going on? Strongly agree, Agree, neither agree nor disagree, Disagree, strongly 

disagree. These responses are coded into three categories: Strongly agree and Agree are 

                                                           
5
 For the Western European cases, using the CSES, I was unable to test this variable as they were no exact 

question that taps into political and social trust.  
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recoded as not efficacious (=0), neither agree nor disagree = 1, while Disagree and 

Strongly disagree are recoded as efficacious (=2). 

In the AsiaBarometer, political efficacy is captured by a question about whether 

‘politics and government seem so complicated that you cannot really understand what 

going on’. Political efficacy is coded into a dummy variable; respondents who agree 

that politics and government seem complicated are treated as having no efficacy and 

coded as 0, while respondents who answer that politics is not complicated are treated as 

being efficacious and coded as 1.  In the Eurobarometer, this variable is captured by the 

following question: Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: Now in your country everybody can have a say in the matters of the 

country? Agree and disagree. Agree is recoded as efficacious and coded as 1 and 

disagree is recoded as no efficacy and coded as 0.  

Lastly for the Western European cases, efficacy is measured on the basis of a question 

on CSES data that asks: some people say that no matter who people vote for, it won’t 

make a difference to what happens. Others say that who people vote for can make a 

difference to what happens. Respondents who answer that it won’t make a difference 

are treated as having no efficacy and coded as 0, while those who responded that it 

would are treated as having a sense of efficacy and coded as 1. Obviously, there are 

clear differences in the way that these efficacy questions are worded across the surveys, 

but for want of anything better, they are the best approximations of the underlying 

concept that I am able to draw on.   

Mobilisational Variables  

For the mobilisation model, I advanced five main variables which are all geared towards 

testing this theoretical perspective. These variables include: party identification, 
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discussing politics, civil society organisations/associational membership, religiosity and 

ethnic identity. Firstly, beginning with party identification, we focus on a classic 

question that looks at respondent’s closeness to political parties. In the Afrobarometer, 

AsiaBarometer and Eurobarometer, party identification is captured by a survey question 

which asks the respondents if they feel close to any political party. We collapse the 

responses into two categories: no, not close to any party is coded as 0 (reference 

category), while yes feel close to a party is coded as 1. Moving to the Western European 

cases, using CSES survey data, party identification was coded as a dummy variable 

based on the replies to the survey item: Are you close to any political party? A yes 

response was coded as 1 and a no response coded as 0, while refused and don’t know 

responses were all coded as missing.  

Secondly, civil society organisation/associational membership is also included in our 

model. Concerning the African cases, I operationalise this variable through the 

following questions: Let’s turn to your role in the community. Now I am going to read 

out a list of groups that people join or attend; for each one, could you tell me whether 

you are an official leader, an active member, an inactive member or not a member: A 

trade union or farmers association? We collapse this response into two categories: being 

an official leader and an active member is recoded as being a member, coded as 1, while 

an inactive member
6
 and not a member is recoded as not a member and coded as 0. (for 

                                                           
6
 I coded non-active members as non-members because an important aspect of being a member demands 

that members should attend meetings/be involve and most importantly be able to network with other 

members. That said, given that non-members never attend any such meetings and most are unlikely ever 

to encounter any other members, I therefore coded them as non-members 
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studies employing similar coding using the Afrobarometer, see also Resnick & Casale, 

2011, 2014).  

Turning our attention to the AsianBarometer, this variable (civil society organisational 

membership) is measured by a question which asks respondents if they are members of 

any organisation. I recoded this variable where a value of 0 is assigned if respondents 

are not members of any organisation and a value of 1 if voters declared themselves to be 

members of an organisation, with the non-member category taken as our reference 

category against which all other categories are compared.  

For Post-communist countries, this question is captured in the Eurobarometer by a 

survey question which ask respondents the following: Are you a member of any 

organisation that appears on this list? For each one, could you tell me whether you are 

member or not: free time associations, clubs. A ‘yes’ response is coded as 1, while a 

‘No’ response is coded as 0. Pertaining to Western European cases, civil society 

organisation or associational membership is captured by a survey question which ask 

respondents about union membership. Union membership was therefore coded as a 

dummy variable, where being a member of a union was coded as 1 and not a member in 

a union was coded as 0, while refused and don’t know was coded as missing. Again, the 

four datasets do not use identical questions, so I rely on approximate functional 

equivalence here.   

Thirdly, discussing politics is another variable that is introduced to test the mobilisation 

model. The theoretical expectation here is that citizens who tend to discuss politics will 

have a higher propensity to vote than those who do not. This variable is captured in the 

Afrobarometer, AsiaBarometer and Eurobarometer surveys by a question which asks 

respondents the following: When you get together with your friends or family, would 
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you say you discuss political matters? Never, Occasionally and Frequently. We 

maintain the three categories for this variable but coded never discuss politics as 0 

(reference category), occasionally discuss politics as 1 and frequently discuss politics as 

2.  

The next variable that attention is turn to is religiosity. For the sub-Saharan African 

countries, this variable is captured by a question which asks respondents the following 

questions: Let’s turn to your role in the community. Now I am going to read out a list of 

groups that people join or attend. For each one, could you tell me whether you are an 

official leader, an active member, an inactive member or not a member: A religious 

group (e.g. church, mosque)? This variable is collapsed into a dummy variable: Yes, 

religious and No, not religious. Respondents who said they were either an official leader 

or active member were recoded as being religious and coded as 1, while respondents 

who either said they were an inactive member or not a member were recoded as not 

religious and therefore coded as 0. 

Similarly, regarding the East Asian countries, religiosity is measured by a standard 

question that asks: would you describe yourself as very religious? Responses can be 

very religious, moderately religious, slightly religious and not religious at all. We 

maintain the four main categories but coded not religious at all as 0 (our reference 

category), while slightly religious is coded as 1, moderately religious is coded as 2 and 

very religious is coded as 3, and don’t know, don’t understand and decline to answer 

responses are all treated as missing values. 

For the Central/Eastern European countries, this question is captured by asking 

respondents the following question: Of the following statements, which do you think 

applies to you closely: I am religious and follow the teachings of the church, I am 
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religious in my own way, cannot say if I am religious or not, I am not religious and not 

interested, I am not religious, because the churches are wrong. The response to this 

question is coded into two categories: Yes, religious and No, not religious. The response 

‘I am religious and follow the teaching of the church’ and ‘I am religious in my own 

way’ is recoded as being religious and coded as 1, while the responses ‘cannot say if I 

am religious or not’, ‘I am not religious and not interested’ and ‘I am not religious, 

because the churches are wrong’, are recoded as not religious and coded as 0. Others 

and don’t know responses are coded as missing. For the Western European countries, 

the CSES module 3 asks respondents about their level of religiosity. The four response 

options ranges from: Have no religious beliefs, not very religious, somewhat religious, 

and very religious. The response somewhat religious and very religious is recoded as 

being religious and coded as 1, while the responses have no religious beliefs and not 

very religious are treated as not religious and coded as 0.  

Finally, the last variable which aims to test the mobilisation model is ethnic identity. In 

the Afrobarometer, this variable is captured by a survey question which ask respondents 

the following: Let us suppose that you had to choose between being a 

(Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.) and being a (respondent’s identity group), which of these two 

groups do you feel most strongly attached to? The response options range across: Ethnic 

identity only, ethnic identity more than national, national/ethnic identity equal, national 

identity more than ethnic and national identity only. We therefore recode these 

responses into three categories: Those who have ethnic identity only and those whose 

ethnic identity is more than national are recoded as having ethnic identity and therefore 

coded as 0; those whose national and ethnic identity are equal are recoded as 1; and 

finally, those who have only national identity/national identity more than ethnic identity 

are recoded as 2. For the Central/Eastern, East Asia and Western European cases, we 
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find it difficult to empirically test this variable for two prime reasons: This difficulty 

arises because most of the countries are relatively homogenous in character (Eastern and 

Western European countries).  

Rational Choice Variables 

To test the rational choice approach empirically, I operationalise a handful of variables, 

including satisfaction with democracy, country’s economic condition and individual 

circumstances.  

Firstly, beginning with satisfaction with democracy, Afrobarometer, AsiaBarometer and 

CSES capture this with a survey question which asks respondents the following:  

Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democracy works in your country? The four 

response options are: Not at all satisfied, not very satisfied, fairly satisfied and very 

satisfied. We collapse these responses into two categories: Satisfied and not satisfied. 

The responses not at all satisfied and not very satisfied are treated as not satisfied and 

coded as 0, while the responses fairly satisfied and very satisfied are treated as being 

satisfied and coded as 1. For the Central/Eastern European countries the Eurobarometer 

captures the question of satisfaction with democracy by asking respondents the 

following: Are you completely satisfied or completely dissatisfied with the way 

democracy is working in your country? We coded not satisfied as 0 and satisfied coded 

as 1. 

Secondly, the country’s economic condition is captured in Afrobarometer as follows: 

Looking back, how do you rate the following compared to twelve months ago: 

economic conditions in this country? Respondents are invited to choose between the 

following categories: much worse, worse, same, better and much better. We collapse 

this variable into three categories: worse, same and better. Much worse and worse are 
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recoded as worse and coded as 0, same is coded as 1 and better and much better is 

recoded as better and coded as 2. In the AsiaBarometer this variable is capture as 

follows: How would you describe the change in the economic condition of our country 

over the last years? Respondents are invited to choose between the following categories: 

much worse now, a little worse now, about the same, a little better now and much better 

now. We collapse this variable into three categories: worse, same and better. Much 

worse now/a little worse now are coded as 0 (reference category), about the same is 

coded as 1 and a little better now and much better now is coded as 2. In Eurobarometer 

(i.e., Eastern European cases), this question is captured as follows: considering the 

situation of your country during the period that the present government has been in 

power, would you say that the economic situation of the country has improved, gotten 

worse or remained the same? In order to ensure comparability across the regions, we 

recoded this into three categories as well: gotten worse was recoded as worse and coded 

as 0, same was coded as 1 and improved was recoded into better and coded as 2.  For 

the Western European countries, the CSES data asks respondents about general 

government performance, with respondents having the option to choose between four 

different responses: Very good job, good job, bad job, very bad job. We collapse these 

responses into two categories: satisfied and not satisfied, with very good job and good 

job coded as 1, and bad job and very bad job as 0.  

Lastly, the individual’s personal living condition
7
 is included in our analysis. In the 

Afrobarometer, this question is asked as follows: Looking back, how do you rate the 

following compared to twelve months ago: Your living conditions? Respondents are 

                                                           
7
 For the West European cases, there was no relevant available variable.  
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given the chance to choose between different response options: much worse, worse, 

same, better and much better. Once again, we collapse this variable into three 

categories: worse, same and better. Much worse and worse are coded as 0, the same is 

coded as 1 and better/much better is coded as 2.  In the AsiaBarometer, this question is 

asked as follows: How would you compare the current economic condition of your 

family with what it was a few years ago? Respondents are given the chance to choose 

between different response options: much worse now, a little worse now, about the 

same, a little better now and much better now. We collapse this variable into three 

categories: worse, same and better. Much worse now, a little worse now are coded as 0 

(reference category), about the same is coded as 1 and a little better now and much 

better now is coded as 2. For the Central/Eastern European cases, the relevant 

Eurobarometer question is posed as follows: Considering the situation of your country 

during the period that the present government has been in power, would say that your 

personal economic situation has improved, gotten worse or remained the same? This 

variable is coded into three categories: worse coded as 0, the same as 1 and better as 2; 

don’t know and refused are all coded as missing.  

 

Political and Institutional Variables  

The theory underpinning this thesis proposes that the decision of people to participate in 

electoral politics is both a function of an individual’s characteristics and the political 

context in which the individuals find themselves. Drawing from this argument, we 

therefore include several contextual or institutional variables that are believed to 

influence a citizen’s propensity to vote. I therefore include the following contextual 

variables: Electoral system, closeness of an election, whether legislative and presidential 

elections are held concurrently and type of political system or regime.  
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First, beginning with the electoral system, relying on the electoral system database from 

International IDEA, I create a dummy variable for the African, East Asian and 

Central/Eastern European countries, coded 1 for proportional system and 0 if the system 

is not proportional. For the Western European democracies, CSES data already captures 

the type of electoral system, distinguishing majoritarian, proportional and mixed 

system. However, for the sake of direct comparability I simply recode the Western 

European cases as either proportional system coded as 1 or non-proportional coded as 0. 

Secondly, I include in my analysis measures of whether legislative and presidential 

elections are held concurrently. A dummy variable is created to measure this variable. A 

code of 1 is attributed if the elections are concurrent and 0 if the elections are not 

concurrent.  

Thirdly, I also include closeness of election as a contextual variable that will affect 

people’s propensity to vote. Closeness of an election has generally been considered 

likely to spur higher turnout among voters because parties are more likely to mobilise 

people when the election is perceived to be a tight race, and because people see a 

greater likelihood of their vote making a difference (Pérez-Liñán, 2001). Relying on 

earlier studies, I measure closeness of election as the margin of victory for the winning 

candidate or over the runner-up in presidential elections (Franklin and Hirczy de Miño, 

1998), while for parliamentary democracies, we measure closeness of election as the 

difference in seat shares between the top two parties. For simplicity’s sake and to ensure 

comparability across the four regions, I take a 5 percent threshold as a difference in the 

seat shares between the top two parties or between the runner-up in presidential 

elections. That said, I coded the variable in such a way that a winning margin of less 

5%=1, and a margin greater than 5%=0.  
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Lastly, the type of regime or political system is also included in my analysis. 

Nevertheless, to ensure comparability across the regions, I have coded countries with 

parliamentary systems as 1 and all other regimes as 0 (i.e. countries with presidential 

and semi-presidential systems). In conclusion, the operationalisation of all variables 

included in the empirical analysis that follows has now been explained in detail. The 

coding schemes that are employed are based on the hypotheses formulated in the 

previous chapter and the expected effects pertaining to citizens’ propensity to turn out in 

elections. We are now ready to proceed with analysis of the data. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION: 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS 

 

The previous chapters have focused on two things: a discussion on why citizens tend to 

engage in electoral politics and the research design upon which the entire thesis is built. 

With regards to the former, the literature has been reviewed with respect to the central 

research question dealt with in this thesis: why do people vote in new democracies? An 

important body of literature on electoral participation points to the fact that people’s 

decisions whether to vote or not depend on both individual factors and the context in 

which individuals find themselves (Gallego, 2015, p. 194; Franklin 2004).    

Gallego (2015) suggests that these micro (individual) and macro (contextual) 

characteristics are not additive, but rather they interact with each other, thereby 

affecting the decision of individuals to participate in electoral politics. In trying to 

specify these micro and macro characteristics in this study and how they influence 

citizens’ propensities to vote or not to vote, I have outlined five main models of 

electoral participation: the resource, political culture, mobilisation, rational choice and 

political/institutional models. While my primary interest lies in explaining the voting 

decision in new democracies, it is important to include Western European cases as it 

serves as an empirical and theoretical benchmark against which to compare the 

experience of people’s voting decisions in sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and 

Central/Eastern Europe. That is, are the factors that influence voters’ decisions to turn 

out in elections in these new democracies broadly similar to those that we find in the 
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established democracies of Western Europe?  Having identified the relevant theoretical 

perspectives and the appropriate empirical indicators, I can now move on to empirical 

analysis. This chapter employs individual level data derived from CSES, 

Afrobarometer, Eurobarometer and AsiaBarometer datasets to report descriptive 

statistics and examine bivariate associations between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable. In the next chapters, I move on to multivariate modelling.  

 

4.1 A CROSS-NATIONAL BIVARIATE ASSOCIATION 

As stated above, this chapter begins with cross-national bivariate correlations, showing 

the relationships between the dependent variable and the micro and macro level 

independent variables which have been identified from the various theoretical models as 

having an effect on people’s decision to vote or not to vote. I argue that the motive for 

participating in electoral politics in these four broad geographical regions may either be 

similar or differ and therefore generalisations that may apply to a particular region may 

not apply to another. These simple bivariate analyses will enable us to get an initial 

impression of whether or not there are differences between the established and newer 

democracies as a whole, or whether there are differences among the newer democracies 

as well with regards to the determinants of electoral participation. I therefore expect to 

find one of the following patterns from these bivariate correlations:  

First, no notable differences between Western Europe, Central/Eastern Europe, East 

Asia and Africa. This would affirm that the models that have been developed in the first 

of these types of country to explain why people choose to vote are ‘general’ and have 

the widest application in democracies. Second, differences between Western Europe on 

the one hand and the new democracies (Central/Eastern Europe, East Asia and Africa) 
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on the other hand – suggesting that something different is happening in newer 

democracies. This would then raise the interesting questions of what and why? Third, 

quite distinctive patterns in each of the four broad geo-political regions, pointing to the 

uniqueness of each. What might explain such uniqueness?  Having set out these 

possible scenarios I can now proceed to conducting the empirical analysis for these four 

regions. 

 

4.2 BIVARIATE ASSOCIATIONS – WESTERN EUROPEAN DEMOCRACIES  

The bivariate associations that typify our Western European cases will allow us to get a 

better understanding of a baseline against which to compare new democracies. As 

explained previously, the main dataset used in this thesis for the Western European 

countries is the CSES module 3. The pooled dataset for these European cases contains 

data for 24,773 respondents who were interviewed after fifteen different elections held 

between 2006 and 2011 in ten countries. Table 4.1 shows these countries, their official 

or actual turnout rates and a few of their institutional characteristics.  

Table 4.1: Summary Estimates of Actual Voting Behaviour and Institutional 

Variables  

Country  Election 

Year  

Political 

System    

Electoral 

Formula  

Turnout  Concurrent 

Elections 

Austria  2008 Semi-

presidential   

Proportional 78 No 

Denmark  2007 Parliamentary  Proportional  86 No 

Finland  2007 Semi-

presidential   

Proportional  65 No 

Finland  2011 Semi-

presidential   

Proportional  67 No 

Iceland  2007 Semi-

presidential   

Proportional  83 No 
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Iceland  2009 Semi-

presidential  

Proportional  85 No 

Germany  2005 Parliamentary  Mixed 77 No 

Germany  2009 Parliamentary  Mixed   70 No 

Ireland  2007 Parliamentary  Proportional  67 No 

Netherlands 2006 Parliamentary  Proportional  86 No 

Netherlands 2010 Parliamentary  Proportional  75 No 

Norway 2005 Parliamentary  Proportional  77 No 

Norway  2009 Parliamentary   Proportional  76 No 

Spain  2008 Parliamentary  Proportional  75 No 

Sweden  2006 Parliamentary   Proportional  81 Yes 

Source: CSES and IDEA Turnout Database 

So, how far are the variables of interest associated with people’s decisions to vote or not 

to vote in these older democracies of Western Europe? Having specified our dependent 

variable, we then proceed to categorise which individual and contextual variables will 

be included in our analysis. First, beginning with the resource model, the following 

variables are tested: age, gender, education and socio-economic status. Second, the 

political culture model focuses on two main variables, political efficacy and political 

interest. Third, the mobilization model looks at the role of civil society organizations, 

religiosity and party identification. Fourth, shifting to the rational choice perspective, 

the core variables include satisfaction with democracy and country economic conditions 

or performance. Finally, the political and institutional model variables include political 

system/regime type, disproportionality of the electoral system, closeness of election and 

concurrent elections. However, before embarking on bivariate analysis for the CSES 
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cases, I begin by presenting basic descriptive statistics of the dependent and 

independent variables.  

 

4.2.1 Summary of Descriptive Statistics  

We start in Table 4.2 with the dependent variable by reporting the percentages of our 

sample who claim to have voted in the most recent national election.  

Table 4.2: Summary Estimate of Reported Voting Behaviour – Western European 

Democracies 

Voted in Last Election Percentage (%) N 

Yes, voted  85 18, 194 

Did not vote  14   3, 096 

Total  99 21, 290 
Source: CSES Module 3. % share of respondents reported to have voted or not voted in the most recent 

national election. 

The reported voting behaviour in Table 4.2 is drawn from the CSES module 3 data. It is 

apparent in this table that 85 percent of the respondents across these older democracies 

in Western Europe claimed to have voted in the last national election. Notwithstanding 

this high figure, it should be noted that previous studies on electoral behaviour have so 

far revealed that reported turnout in surveys are always slightly higher that actual 

turnout rates (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980, p. 115). Because of this discrepancy, it 

is important to double-check how reported turnout rate in the CSES survey compares 

with the actual turnout for these countries. That said, Table 4.3 shows the official and 

self-reported turnout for these countries.  
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Table 4.3: Official Versus Self-Reported Turnout in Western European 

Democracies  

Country  Election Year Official 

Turnout (%) 

Self-reported 

Turnout (%) 

Denmark  2007 86 97 

Finland  2007 65 82 

Finland  2011 67 83 

Germany 2005 77 84 

Germany  2009 70 80 

Iceland  2007 83 85 

Iceland  2009 85 89 

Ireland  2007 67 85 

Netherlands 2006 86 83 

Netherlands  2010 75 85 

Norway  2005 77 85 

Norway  2009 76 86 

Sweden  2006 81 84 

Sources: Official and self-reported turnout are derived from International IDEA voter turnout database 

and the CSES module 3 

Table 4.3 permit us to compare the official turnout figures for these countries and their 

reported turnout from our current CSES data. It is apparent that in each and every case, 

reported turnout in the CSES is greater than actual turnout. A logical question to ask at 

this point is: how can we explain these discrepancies between actual and reported 

turnout figures? Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980, p. 115) argue that the discrepancy 

between official turnout and reported turnout in surveys can be explained by 

misreporting of respondents who are reluctant to admit they did not vote because it is 

more socially acceptable to be fulfilling one’s duty as a citizen by voting. Also, it may 

be that the surveys were not randomly conducted and were therefore biased towards 

voters. Curtice (2007, p. 902) has strongly criticised the CSES survey for not 
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implementing random sampling. Lastly, spoiled ballots may not have been counted in 

the official totals.  

Table 4.4: Summary Descriptive Statistics for Individual and Contextual Variables 

VARIABLES  PERCENTAGES 

(%) 

    N 

RESOURCE VARIABLES 

Gender  Men 49 12, 348 

Women  50 12, 418 

Total N  24, 766 

Education Primary Education 27   6, 502 

Secondary Education  50 11, 829 

Higher Education  21   5, 076 

Total N  23, 407 

Age  Young People (18-29) 17   4, 280 

Middle-Aged Adults (30-

64) 

62 15, 547 

Elderly People (65 >) 19   4, 885 

Total N  24, 712 

Household Income  Lowest income quintile  18 4, 032 

Second income quintile  19 4, 179 

Third income quintile 20 4, 328 

Fourth income quintile 21 4, 573 

Highest income quintile 20 4, 466 

Total N  21, 578 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Efficacy  Respondents with efficacy  89 8, 734 

Respondents with no 

efficacy  

10 1, 017 

Total N  9, 751 

Political Interest Interested  84 8, 336 



120 

 

 

 

Not Interested 15 1, 507 

Total N  9, 843 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil Society Organisations  Union members  38 8, 350 

Not a Union member  61 13, 201 

Total N  21, 551 

Religiosity  Religious  48 7, 575   

Not Religious  51 8, 175 

Total N  15, 750 

Party Identification  Party Identifiers  46 11, 033 

Non-Party Identifiers  53 12, 815 

Total N  23, 848 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with 

democracy  

Satisfied  74 17, 388 

Not satisfied  26   6, 116 

Total N  23, 504 

Country economic 

condition  

Satisfied  57 12, 871 

Not satisfied  42   9, 678 

Total N  22, 549 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  

Political System  Parliamentary democracy 72 18, 047 

Mixed/semi presidential 

systems 

27   6, 726 

Total N  24, 773 

Disproportionality Proportional  83 20, 660 

Non-proportional  16   4, 113 

Total N  24, 773 

Closeness of election  Close election  57 10, 640 

Not a close election  42 14, 133 

Total N  24, 773 

Concurrent elections  Concurrent elections   6                                  1, 547      
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Elections not concurrent  93                                 23, 226 

Total N  24, 773 

Source: CSES Module 3  

The statistics reported in Table 4.4 show the simple percentages of the respondents with 

a given demographic characteristic for all respondents in the dataset.  

 

4.2.2 Graphical Bivariate Descriptions  

Figure 4.1 displays in simple graphical form the bivariate relationships between turnout 

and the various independent variables in which we are interested. 
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Figure 4.1: The Impact of Individual and Contextual Variables on Voting – Western European Democracies 
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Based on Figure 4.1 that is derived from CSES module 3 data, the following 

observations can be made. Beginning with the resource variable age, the bar plot 

indicates a relationship between voting and the age of the respondents. Looking at the 

different age categories, the bar chart reveals older people (i.e. middle-aged adults and 

elderly people) tend to participate at a higher rate when compared to younger people. 

Moving to gender, examination of the participation rate for men and women reveals 

there is no real difference across the genders. On the face of it, this contradicts the idea 

that men would tend to participate at a higher rate compared to women. Turning our 

focus on education, the bar chart reveals that there is a clear relationship between voting 

and levels of education to the extent that those with a higher level of educational 

attainment (i.e. secondary and higher education) are much more likely to participate. 

Finally, looking at the last of the resource variable, household income, the bar chart 

depicts a relationship between voting and income, with those with a highest income 

quintile voting at a higher rate compared to individuals with the lowest income.  

Turning to the political culture variables, the bar chart plotting the relationship between 

voting and political efficacy indicates a relationship, with those who declared 

themselves to be politically efficacious much more likely to participate than those who 

with no sense of efficacy. Similarly, with respect to political interest, the bar chart 

depicts a clear relationship between citizens who voted in the national election and their 

political interest, with those who are politically interested much more likely to 

participate than those who are not interested in politics or political activities.  

With regards to the mobilisation variables, the following can be observed. First, the bar 

charts speak of a clear relationship between voting and party identification, with 

individuals possessing party ties showing a higher propensity to turn out that those with 
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no party ties. Even more evidently, with respect to civil society organisations, our graph 

confirms a relationship between voting and being a member of civil society 

organisation; the graphical bivariate relationship suggests union members have a higher 

propensity to vote compared to non-union members. Finally, moving to the last 

mobilisational variable, religiosity, our bar chart indicates a relationship between those 

who voted in the last national election and religiosity, with those who are more religious 

more likely to vote than those who are less religious.  

Turning to the rational choice variables, the bar chart indicates the existence of a 

relationship between voting and respondent’s satisfaction with their country’s 

democracy, with citizens who are more satisfied being more likely to turn out in 

elections than those who are less satisfied. Similarly, with respect to national economic 

outlook, the bar chart points to a relationship between having voted in last election and 

an individual’s evaluation of their country’s economic situation, with citizens who have 

a more positive view of their country economic condition being much more likely to 

participate than those who lack a positive evaluation of their country economic 

condition.  

Finally, rounding up with the political/institutional variables, our bar chart points to 

there being no relationship between voting and closeness of elections; the participation 

rate does not seem to vary according to whether elections are considered competitive or 

not, which means we would only be more certain about this relationship once 

multivariate analysis has been conducted. Similarly, the bar chart does not reveal any 

difference in the participation rate among voters living either in parliamentary or non-

parliamentary systems. Again, with respect to concurrent elections, the result shows that 

minimal difference between the propensity to vote of individuals living in countries 
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where elections are concurrent and non-concurrent. Lastly, turning to the relationship 

between voting and disproportionality of the electoral system, the scatter plot points to a 

negative relationship between disproportionality and voting; the more disproportional 

the system, the less likely citizens are to vote.  

So far, then, we have succeeded to demonstrating the graphical bivariate relationships 

between our dependent variable and the various individual and contextual variables that 

we proposed as instrumental in shaping voter’s propensity to turnout in elections. 

However, we cannot know from the scatter and bar charts if these relationships between 

voting and these independents variables are all statistically significant. To ascertain this, 

I therefore report appropriate statistical tests in Table 4.5.    

Table 4.5: Significance Statistics and Measures of Association from Bivariate 

Cross-Tabulations – Voted in Last Election: Western European Democracies 

Variables Chi-Square  P value 

(significance) 

Cramer’s V Value 

RESOURCE VARIABLES 

Age  2826.8 .0005 .36 

Gender 2.1 .4 .010 

Education  442.6 .0005 .15 

SES (Income) 256.5 .0005 .116 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIIABLES 

Political efficacy  381.7 .0005 .220 

Political interest  204.7 .0005 .158 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES 

Civil society organisations  143.3 .0005 .086 

Religiosity  134.6 .0005 .101 

Party Identification  466.8 .0005 .151 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES 

Satisfaction with democracy  115.7 .0005 .075 
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Country economic condition  38.6 .0005 .045 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

Political system  14.7 .07 .003 

Disproportionality
8
    

Closeness of election  .029 .87 .001 

Concurrent elections  .670 .41 .006 

Significance at: P< 0.05, P< .0005, Phi 0 – 0.10 (weak), 0.11 – 0.30 (moderate), > 0.30 (strong). Source: 

Healey, 2012; Field, 2009.  

 

4.2.3 Results of Bivariate Association  

Firstly, there is a statistically significant relationship between voted in last election and 

respondent’s age. The strength of this association is quite strong (i.e. the difference 

between the age groups are pronounced and highly significant). A cross-tabulation 

between the three age categories indicate that 57 percent of young people voted, 90 

percent of middle aged adults voted and 93 percent of elderly people voted in the 

previous election. This result therefore shows that the elderly and middle-aged adults 

participate at considerably higher rates when compared to young people, thus 

supporting our hypothesis. This result confirms, as expected, that there is a very strong 

age effect on turnout for Western European democracies. 

Next, with regards to gender, there is no statistically significant relationship with vote, 

and the strength of the association is very weak. They reflect the fact that 85 percent of 

men and 85 percent of women claimed to have voted in the most recent election. The 

result disproves our hypothesis that men tend to participate at higher rates than women. 

                                                           
8
 Here we report the value of the correlation coefficient and the relevant statistical significance test. Our 

correlation coefficient displays a significant negative relation between voting and disproportionality (i.e. r 

= -.038).  
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This is consistent with earlier studies by Norris (2002) who shows that the gender gap in 

voting is rapidly closing in established democracies.  

With respect to educational level, our result displays a statistically significant 

relationship between vote and respondent’s educational level, although it is only a 

moderate association. 80 percent of respondents with primary education voted, 84 

percent of citizens with secondary education voted and 94 percent of respondents with a 

higher education voted in the most recent election. Given these percentage differences 

in the three educational groups, our hypothesis is confirmed that those with a higher 

educational level tend to participate at higher rates than those with a lower level of 

education.  

Moreover, there is also a statistically significant relationship between vote and income 

(i.e., socio-economic status) of the respondents, even though the strength of this 

association is only moderate. The result demonstrates that 89 percent of those with the 

highest income voted compared to 77 percent of individuals with the lowest household 

income. Given this situation, our hypothesis that those with higher income and socio-

economic status turn to participate more is confirmed.  

Turning to political culture factors, we find first that the relationship between vote and 

political efficacy is statistically significant, the strength of this relationship exhibiting 

quite a strong association (i.e. the difference in turnout between the two groups is very 

pronounced). 89 percent of voters who are efficacious voted compared to 64 percent of 

respondents who are less efficacious. The result confirms that citizens who are more 

political efficacious participate at higher rates than those who are less efficacious, hence 

supporting our hypothesis.  
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Similarly, there is a statistically significant relationship between vote and political 

interest, albeit quite a weak association. 88 percent of respondents who are more 

interested in politics and 73 percent of citizens who are less interested in politics voted 

in the last election. The results show that those who are more interested in politics 

participate at higher rates, thus validating our hypothesis.   

If we turn to mobilisational theory, we find that there is a weak, but statistically 

significant relationship between vote and being a member of a civil society 

organisation. 89 percent of those who are members of civil society groups confirmed 

having voted in the most recent election, while 83 percent of those who are non-

members declared having voted. This result supports our hypothesis by revealing that 

those who are members of unions will vote at higher rates than non-members. 

Moreover, an analysis of the relationship between vote choice and party identification 

shows a similarly moderate but statistically significant relationship between voted in 

last election and party identification. 91 percent of citizens having party ties declared 

having voted as opposed to 80 percent of respondents with no party ties. This result 

confirms our hypothesis that party identifiers will participate at higher rates than non-

partisans. A look at religiosity reveals that there is also a statistically significant 

relationship with vote. The strength of this association is once again moderate; 88 

percent of voters who are religious confirmed having voted in the most recent election, 

compare to 80 percent of voters who are not religious. This confirms the expectation 

that citizens who are religious are more likely to participate than those who are not.  

With respect to rational choice factors, we find that there is a statistically significant 

relationship between vote and respondent’s satisfaction with their country’s system of 

democracy. The strength of this association is, however, weak. 87 percent of those who 
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are satisfied with their country’s system of democracy voted as opposed to 81 percent of 

those who are less satisfied with their country’s system of democracy. The result 

confirms our hypothesis that those who are more satisfied with their democracy are 

more likely to turn out than those who are not. Similarly, the result of the bivariate 

relationship between vote and the economic condition of the respondent’s country 

shows a statistically significate relationship, although the strength of association is very 

weak. 87 percent of respondents who have a positive evaluation of their country’s 

economic condition declared having voted in the most recent election, while 84 per cent 

of citizens who lack a positive evaluation of their country economic condition voted. 

The result confirms our hypothesis suggesting that those who have a more positive 

evaluation of their country’s economic condition will tend to vote at higher rates 

compared to individuals who lack this positive evaluation.   

Finally, the last four variables, which pertain to the institutional context: political 

system, disproportionality, closeness of elections and concurrent elections. There is no 

statistically significant relationship between vote and the type of political system and 

the strength of this association is very weak. The results show that 85 percent of voters 

living in parliamentary democracies voted, while 85 percent of citizens under mixed or 

semi-presidential democracy voted. Additional, the correlation coefficient between 

voting and disproportionality reveals a significant but negative relationship.    

Turning to closeness of elections, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between voting and closeness of elections. The strength of the association is equally 

very weak. Our result demonstrates that 85 percent of citizens did vote when the 

election was seen as not being a close race, while 85 percent of respondents voted when 

the elections were being considered as close races. Given the non-statistically 
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significant relationship between voting and closeness of elections in these older 

democracies of Western Europe, our hypothesis or proposition that the propensity of 

voting is higher when elections are considered to be close is therefore rejected.   

Finally, our data reveals that there is a non-significant relationship between concurrent 

elections and electoral participation in older democracies of Western Europe. The result 

shows that 85 percent of respondents voted when elections were not concurrent as 

opposed to 84 percent of people when elections were concurrently held. Our preposition 

that people’s propensity to turnout is higher when elections are concurrently held is 

therefore rejected.  
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4.3 A BIVARIATE ASSOCIATION – AFRICAN DEMOCRACIES 

The data set used for sub-Saharan African democracies is the Afrobarometer Round 3. 

As previously mentioned when specifying the criteria guiding our case selection in 

Chapter three, I excluded countries and elections that are not fully democratic according 

to Freedom House ratings from the database. Gallego (2015, p. 23) suggests that the 

motives and incentives for voting in elections in partial democracies and fully 

democratic countries may differ. This therefore implies the generalisations across all 

electoral regimes may be difficult to sustain. Her line of argument is empirically 

reinforced by Blaydes (2011) using the Egyptian case; for instance, she reports that 

poorly or less educated Egyptians are twice as likely to vote as the educated or rich 

because it is cheaper to buy their votes.  

That said, I shall be focusing on sub-Saharan countries where democracy has 

consolidated and vote-buying is not a significant problem. Based on these criteria for 

selecting the cases, just 9 out of 54 countries met our criteria, although we excluded Sao 

Tome Principe because there was no survey carry out for this country in the 

Afrobarometer. The pooled dataset for these countries consists of 10,812 respondents 

who were interviewed after eight national elections held from 2005 to 2006. Table 4.6 

describes the countries included, a few of their institutional characteristics and their 

official reported turnout percentages.  
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Table 4.6: Summary Estimates of Actual Voting Behaviour and Institutional 

Variables 

Country  Year  Political 

System  

Electoral 

Formula  

Election 

Type   

Turnout  Concurrent 

Elections  

Benin 2001 Presidential Proportional  President  87 No   

Botswana   2004 Parliamentary  Plurality/Majority Parliament   76 No  

Cape 

Verde 

2001 Presidential  Proportional  President  59 No 

Ghana  2004 Presidential  Plurality/Majority President  85 Yes  

Lesotho  2002 Parliamentary  Mixed system  Parliament  66 No  

Namibia  2004 Presidential  Proportional  President  85 Yes  

Senegal  2001 Presidential  Mixed System  President  62 No  

South 

Africa    

2004 Parliamentary  Proportional  Parliament   76 No  

Source: Afrobarometer and African Elections Database  

Before reporting the results of the bivariate associations between vote and our 

independent variables, a brief review of the univariate descriptive statistics for each 

variable in the dataset is presented, as for the West European cases.    

 

Table 4.7: Summary Estimate of Reported Voting Behaviour – Sub Saharan 

African Democracies 

Voted in Last Election Percentage (%) N 

Yes, voted  75 8, 155 

Did not vote  24 2, 586 

Total  99 10, 741 

Source: Afrobarometer Round 3 
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As earlier highlighted, studies have demonstrated that reported turnout in surveys tend 

to be higher than actual turnout rates. Are African elections an exception? To answer 

this question, Table 4.8 displays the actual and reported percentage of voting behaviour 

across these cases.  

Table 4.8: Summary Estimate of Official and Reported Voting Behaviour by 

Country – African Democracies 

Countries  Election Year Turnout in survey  Turnout in election  

Benin   2001 89 87 

Botswana   2004 67 76 

Cape Verde 2001 69 59 

Ghana  2004 88 85 

Lesotho  2002 71 66 

Namibia  2004 79 85 

Senegal  2000 65 62 

South Africa  2004 76 76 

Source: AB Round 3  

Table 4.8 enables us to see how reported turnout rate in the Afrobarometer survey for 

each country compares with the actual turnout. These turnout percentages for those who 

vote and did not vote for these African countries are interesting. First, they reveal the 

usual discrepancies between reported turnout in surveys and the actual turnout rates for 

some countries. That is, in some of the countries the reported turnout in the survey is 

slightly higher than the actual turnout, suggesting that African elections are no 

exception. Secondly, however, these descriptive statistics on voting show that in some 

of the other countries, the actual turnout rate is quite or slightly higher than the reported 

turnout rate in the survey.  
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In summary, we have observed a discrepancy between reported turnout in surveys and 

the official turnout, with the reported survey percentages being slightly higher than 

actual turnout rates on average. It is important to ask the source of these discrepancies 

and whether this could pose a problem for the research question. Isaksson (2010, p. 6) 

argues that the discrepancy between reported turnout in survey and official/actual 

turnout percentages may arise because voting survey questions simply ask respondents 

whether they voted in the last election or not without taking into consideration whether 

the elections were concurrently staged or not.  

For example, in a few of our cases like Ghana where the presidential and parliamentary 

elections were held concurrently, the Afrobarometer do not tell us with precision which 

of the elections the respondents voted for in the last election. The key point, however, is 

that the discrepancy between reported and actual turnout rates does not undermine the 

analysis conducted in this thesis, because it is similar across the established and new 

democracies. So, this factor is in effect held approximately constant when we compare 

the different groups of democratic elections.  

Table 4.9: Summary Descriptive Statistics of Variables  

VARIABLES  PERCENTAGES 

(%) 

N 

RESOURCE VARIABLES 

Gender  Men 50 5, 405 

Women  50 5, 407 

Total N  10, 812 

Education Primary Education 4 529 

Secondary Education  71 7, 774 

Higher Education  23 2, 509 

Total N  10, 812 

Age  Young People (18-29) 35 3, 813 
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Middle-Aged Adults (30-64) 55 5, 980 

Elderly People (65 >) 8     936 

Total N  10, 729 

Occupational Status  Manual  87 7, 482 

Employers   2     189 

Non-Manual  7     607 

Professionals  2     231 

Total N  8, 509 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Efficacy  Respondents with efficacy  19 1, 962 

Neither agree nor disagree 10 1, 074 

Respondents with no efficacy  69 7, 005 

Total N  10, 041 

Political Interest Interested  68 7, 315 

Not Interested 32 3, 394 

Total N  10, 709  

Political Trust  Trust  72 7, 378 

No trust  29 2, 944 

Total N  10, 322 

Inter-Personal trust  Trust 17 1, 809 

No Trust  83 8, 790 

Total N  10, 599 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil Society 

Organisations  

Union member  9   952 

Not a Union member  91 9, 719 

Total N  10, 671 

Religiosity  Religious  41 4, 442 

Not Religious  59 6, 343 

Total N  10, 785 

Party Identification  Party Identifiers  66 6, 812 

Non-Party Identifiers  34 3, 578 

Total N  10, 390 

Ethnic Identity  Ethnic Identity  14 1, 289 

National and Ethnic ID equal  41 3, 839 

National Identity  45 4, 268 
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Total N  9, 326 

Discuss Politics  Never discuss politics  32 3, 433 

Discuss politics occasionally  45 4, 795 

Discuss politics frequently  23 2, 457 

Total N  10, 685 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with 

democracy  

Satisfied  65 6, 151 

Not satisfied  35 3, 378 

Total N  9, 529 

Country economic 

condition  

Worse  32 3, 333 

Same  32 3, 394 

Better  36 3, 761 

Total N  10, 488  

Personal living 

condition  

Worse  31 3, 305 

Same  36 3, 836 

Better  33 3, 580 

Total N  10, 721  

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  

Political System  Presidential/other System  56 6, 051 

Parliamentary systems  44 4, 761 

Total N  10, 812 

Disproportionality    

Closeness of 

election  

Close election  12 1, 256 

Not a close election  88 9, 556 

Total N  10, 812  

Concurrent elections  Concurrent election  22 8, 415 

Election not concurrent  78 2, 397 

Total N  10, 812 
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4.3.2 Graphical Bivariate Description 

Having concluded with the simple univariate statistics for each of the variable that this 

thesis focus on, we now turn again to graphical bivariate representations of the 

relationship between vote and the factors that are said to influence citizen’s propensity 

to vote in elections (Figure 4.2). 
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Figure 4.2: The Impact of Individual and Contextual Variables on Voting: Sub-Saharan African Democracies 
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Based on the graphical descriptions which are derived from Round 3 of Afrobarometer, 

we are able to suggest the following. Beginning with the Resource variables, the bar 

chart shows once again that older people (i.e. elderly people and middle-aged adults) 

tend to participate more than younger people. Turning to gender, the bar chart point to a 

possible relationship between voting and gender, with men slightly more likely to 

participate than women, although this not very clear. Looking at education, our chart 

indicates that those with secondary education are less likely to participate than the those 

with either of the other two levels of education. Moving to occupational status, the 

charts indicate manual respondents tend to participate at a lower rate than those in the 

other categories.  

Turning to the cultural variables, the following interpretations could be made. First, the 

bar chart shows there is a relationship between voting and political interest, with 

citizens who are interested in politics or political activities much more likely to turn out 

in elections than citizens who are not interested in politics or public affairs. Similarly, 

looking at the effect of political trust on voting, the bar chart illustrates a situation 

where citizens who are much more trustful of their political system tend to vote at 

higher rates than respondents who are less trustful. Additionally, with regards to voting 

and political efficacy, the chart indicates that people’s propensity to turn out is 

comparable across individuals who declared themselves to be efficacious and those who 

lack efficacy. On the face of it, this contradicts the expectation that those who are more 

efficacious vote at a higher rate. The last of the cultural variables, which is inter-

personal trust, shows that citizens who are trustful of others are more likely to 

participate at higher rates than citizens who are less trustful of others. 
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With respect to mobilisation variables, our bar chart portrays a clear relationship 

between voting and party identification, with citizens who are party identifiers being 

inclined to participate at higher rates than citizens who are non-party identifiers. We 

also observe a relationship between electoral participation and discussion of politics, 

with individuals who declared that they frequently discuss politics more likely to vote 

than those who never discuss politics. Moving to ethnic identity, the bar chart shows a 

relationship, with citizens who possess national identity being more likely to vote in 

elections than citizens who only have a sub-national ethnic identity and those whose 

ethnic and national identity is equal. Again, looking at the graphical bivariate 

relationship between religiosity and voting, the bar chart point to a relationship between 

the two variables, with citizens who are more religious having a higher propensity to 

participate than those who are less religious. Moving to the last of the mobilisation 

variables, the bar chart reveals a relationship between voting and being a member of a 

civil society organization, with citizens who are members tending to participate at 

higher rates than citizens who are non-members of these associational networks or 

organisations.  

Moving to the rational choice variables, the following observations can be made. First, 

although the bar charts depict a relationship between voting and people’s perception of 

their country/individual economic conditions, the results are contrary to what we would 

expect given that those who have less positive evaluations seem to have a higher 

propensity to vote than those whose evaluation are positive. Turning to the next 

variable, the bar chart suggests that individuals who have a positive evaluation are more 

likely to voting at higher rates than citizens who are less satisfied with their country’s 

state of democracy. 
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Finally, turning our attention to the political and institutional variables, we are able to 

draw the following conclusions. The scatter plot focusing on the effect of 

disproportionality on electoral participation shows that there is a negative relationship 

between voting and disproportionality of the electoral system. The bar charts also 

indicate that citizens living under presidential democracies have a higher propensity to 

participate in elections than citizens living under parliamentary democracies or other 

types of systems. Regarding the effect of closeness of election on electoral participation, 

our bar chart points to the fact that citizens who are living in countries where the most 

recent elections were less competitive, were more likely to participate than citizens 

living in countries where the elections were contested and competitive – contrary to 

expectations. The last of the political and institutional variable is the effect of 

concurrent elections on electoral participation; the bar chart speaks of a relationship, 

with citizens living where elections were concurrent having a higher propensity to 

participate in electoral politics than citizens living in countries where presidential and 

legislative elections were not concurrent. This completes the description of graphical 

observations, but we now turn to an analysis of the statistical significance and measures 

of association for these bivariate relationships, as reported in Table 4.10. 
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Table 4.10: Statistics from Bivariate Cross-Tabulation – Voted Last Election: 

African Democracies 

Variables  Chi-Square P-Value  Cramer’s Value   

RESOURCE VARIABLES  

Gender  3.7 .06 0.18 

Age  1175.6 .0005 .332 

Education  14.2 .001 .036 

Occupational Status  16.7 .001 .044 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Trust  67.2 .0005 .081 

Inter-personal trust  22.8 .0005 .047 

Political efficacy  6.5 .04 .026 

Political interest  8.1 .0005 .088 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES 

Civil society organisations  68.2 .0005 .080 

Ethnic Identity  7.5 .024 .028 

Discuss politics  111.1 .0005 .102 

Religiosity  105.9 .0005  .099 

Party Identification  211.0 .0005 .142 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with democracy  63.7 .0005 .082 

Country economic condition  12.2 .002 .035 

Individual living condition  18.6 .0005 .042 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

Political System 37.7 .0005 .06 

Disproportionality
9
       

Closeness of Election  32.8 .0005 .055 

Concurrent Elections  98.3 .0005 .096 

                                                           
9
 The correlation coefficient displays a significant but negative relationship between voting and the 

disproportionality (i.e. r = -.050).  
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4.3.3 Results of Bivariate Association 

The following observations and interpretations can be drawn from Table 4.10. Firstly, 

there is no statistically significant relationship between voted in last election and 

respondent’s gender. 76 percent of men participate compared to 75 percent of women, 

which is a tiny difference. In the face of this finding, our hypothesis that men tend to 

participate at higher rates than women is rejected. Moving on to age, there is a 

statistically significant relationship between vote and the age of the respondents, and it 

is reasonably strong for this kind of data. 86 percent of middle-aged adults and 89 

percent of elderly people voted, compared with only 56 percent of young people. This 

would seem to confirm our hypothesis that older people have a higher propensity to 

vote than young ones. 

Looking at education, there is indeed a statistically significant relationship between vote 

and the educational level of the respondents. The strength of this association is however 

weak. The results show that 78 percent of those with a higher education voted, followed 

by 77 percent of those with primary education and 75 percent of respondents with 

secondary education. The gap between those with a higher education and primary 

education is small, which suggest that having a higher education does not really have a 

strong effect on people’s voting decision. However, given that the relationship is 

statistically significant at the 1% level, and that the most educated show the greatest 

tendency to vote, we must conclude that the hypothesis is confirmed by the bivariate 

analysis.  

We find a similarly significant but weak relationship between vote and the occupational 

status of respondents. Moreover, there is no clear direction to the relationship, in that we 

do not simply find that the higher the occupational status, the more likely a respondent 
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is to vote. This result is indeed surprising, showing that 82 percent of professionals, 86 

percent of non-manual workers, 86 percent of employers and 80 percent of manuals 

workers turn to vote at almost the same rates. This result suggests that at best we have 

only limited grounds for accepting the hypothesis, in as much as those with the lowest 

status (manuals) are less likely to vote than others. 

Again, the relationship between voted in last election and political trust is statistically 

significant, although the strength of the association is once again rather weak. Our 

results show that 78 percent of those who have more trust in the political system are 

much more likely to turn out than those who do not (70 percent), thus confirming our 

hypothesis. Similarly, there is a statistically significant relationship between voted in 

last election and inter-personal trust, although the strength of the association is equally 

weak. 80 percent of those who are more trustful voted as opposed to 75 percent of those 

who are less trustful of others. The result therefore reveals that respondents with a 

greater level of inter-personal trust tend to vote more, thus confirming our hypothesis.  

With regards to political efficacy, there is a statistically significant relationship between 

vote and political efficacy. Yet again, the strength of this association is very weak. The 

result shows that 76 percent of respondents who are politically efficacious and 76 

percent of citizens that are not political efficacious turn out, while 79 percent of 

respondents who neither agree nor disagree to be political efficacious turn to participate 

at higher rates. If one excludes this latter category, it would be appropriate to conclude 

that our hypothesis should be rejected because the gap between citizens that are 

efficacious and those that are not efficacious is almost non-existent. Turning to political 

interest, our results shows a statistically significant relationship between vote and 

political interest. The strength of the association is quite moderate. 78 percent of 
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citizens who are politically interested in politics vote compared with 70 percent of 

citizens that are less interested in politics, thus confirming our hypothesis.  

Looking at civil society organisations or groups, the results display a modest but 

statistically significant relationship with electoral participation. 86 percent of those who 

are union members voted compared to 74 percent of respondents who are non-members. 

This result confirms our hypothesis. Directing our attention to ethnic identity, we 

observe a statistically significant but very weak relationship between voted in last 

election and the ethnic identity of respondents. The results show that 76 percent of 

respondents with simple ethnic identity voted, 75 percent of citizens whose ethnic and 

national identity is equal voted, and 78 percent of citizens with national identity only 

voted. The result is surprising, revealing that voting in Africa is not entirely based on 

ethnic consideration since respondents or citizens with national identity tend to vote at 

higher rates than those with simple ethnic identity, thus rejecting our hypothesis.   

We find a statistically significant relationship between voted in last election and 

respondents who discuss politics, and the strength of the association is a little stronger 

than for most other independent variables. 69 percent of those who declared they never 

discuss about politics voted, compared with 77 percent of citizens who occasionally 

discuss politics and 80 percent of respondents who frequently discuss politics. The 

results confirm our hypothesis, suggesting that those who frequently and occasionally 

discuss politics tend to vote at higher rates than respondents who said they never discuss 

politics. Additionally, we observe a statistically significant relationship between voted 

in last election and religiosity, although the association is only moderate. 81 percent of 

citizens who are more religious voted, compared to 72 percent of people who are not 

religious, thus confirming our hypothesis that respondents who are much more religious 
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vote at higher rates than those who are not religious. As regards party identification, the 

last of our mobilization model factors, the results display a clear statistically significant 

relationship between vote and party identification. This result confirms our hypothesis, 

as those who are party identifiers (80 percent) vote at higher rates than non- party 

identifiers (67 percent).  

Turning to the rational choice influences, our analysis indicates a statistically significant 

relationship between vote and citizen’s satisfaction with democracy, although the 

strength of this association is quite weak. Notwithstanding this, our hypothesis is 

confirmed, seeing that 79 percent of those who are satisfied with their country’s 

democratic system voted, compared 71 percent of citizens who are not satisfied: those 

who are more satisfied with their country’s democratic system are more likely to 

participate than those who are not satisfied. In addition, there is a statistically significant 

relationship between voting in elections and the country’s economic condition. The 

strength of the relationship shows a very weak association, however; moreover, the 

relationship works in the opposite direction to that expected, meaning that we must 

reject our hypothesis. 78 percent of respondents who do not have a positive evaluation 

of their country economic situation voted compared to 75 percent of respondents who 

do have a positive evaluation of their country’s economic condition. Lastly, we also 

observe a statistically significant relationship between voted in last election and 

individual’s economic condition, although the association is weak. This result also 

implies that we must reject our hypothesis, for 78 percent of respondents who do not 

have a positive evaluation of their own economic condition vote compared to only 75 

percent and 74 percent of respondents who have more positive evaluations of their 

personal economic conditions.   
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Finally, moving to the political and institutional variables, our analysis indicates a 

statistically significant relationship between voting and the political system or regime 

type, although the strength of the association is quite weak. A look at the cross-

tabulation reveals that 78 percent of individuals living under presidential systems voted 

in the most recent national election in sub-Saharan Africa compared to 73 percent of 

those living in parliamentary democracies. This results simple reflects presidential 

elections around the world (i.e. turnout is mostly higher in presidential regimes) in 

which case the Afrobarometer data is not suspiring.  

Similarly, the correlation between voting and disproportionality reveals a significant but 

negative relationship, thus suggesting we can confirm the hypothesis that the more 

proportional an electoral system is the greater the propensity to turn out. Additional, 

there is a statistically significant relationship between voting and closeness of elections, 

although the strength of this association is very weak. In any case, our hypothesis is 

rejected on grounds that 76 percent of citizens voted when the elections were not 

considered to be competitive, compared to 69 percent of citizens who voted when the 

elections were considered to be competitive, which is contrary to expectations. Finally, 

turning to the last of political and institutional variable, our data indicate a statistically 

significant relationship between voting and concurrent elections, although the strength 

of the association is moderate. The results show that 83 percent of citizens voted at 

higher rates when the elections were concurrent, compared to 73 percent citizens who 

voted under non-concurrent elections. Our hypothesis that the propensity to vote will be 

higher when elections are concurrent is therefore confirmed for Africa. 
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4.4 A BIVARIATE ASSOCIATION – CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN 

DEMOCRACIES 

The dataset for Central and Eastern European countries is the Eurobarometer 

Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe dataset. This survey was 

conducted in two waves: the first wave running from 1990 to 1992, while the second 

wave was conducted from 1997 to 2001. The total pool of respondents for this survey 

includes 18,880 respondents that were interviewed between 1990 and 2001. Just like the 

African cases, the post-Communist countries that we include in this study are countries 

that have succeeded in consolidating their democracy and are therefore considered free 

according to Freedom House ratings. Based on the criteria, this thesis could include 

twelve countries that are considered free, but our analysis includes only ten countries as 

Serbia and Croatia were not included in this survey. A full list of the countries, their 

institutional characteristics and officially reported turnout percentages is presented in 

Table 4.11.   

Table 4.12: Summary Estimates of Actual Voting Behaviour and Institutional 

Variables 

Country  Year  Political 
System  

 

Electoral 
Formula  

Election 
Type   

Turn
out 

Concurrent 
Elections  

Bulgaria  1990 Parliamentary Proportional Parliament  90 No 

Bulgaria  1997 Parliamentary  Proportional  Parliament  58 No 

Czech R.  1990 Parliamentary Proportional  Parliament  96 No 

Czech 

Republic   

1998 Parliamentary  Proportional Parliament  70 No 

Estonia 1990 Parliamentary  Proportional Parliament  78 No 

Estonia  1999 Parliamentary  Proportional Parliament  57 No 

Hungary 1990 Parliamentary Mixed Parliament  65 No 

Hungary  1998 Parliamentary  Mixed  Parliament  57 No 
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Latvia  1998 Parliamentary  Proportional Parliament 71 No 

Lithuania 1990 Parliamentary Mixed Parliament 71 No 

Lithuania  2000 Parliamentary  Mixed Parliament  59 No 

Poland  1989 Parliamentary  Proportional  Parliament 62 No 

Poland  1997 Parliamentary  Proportional Parliament  47 No 

Romania 1990 Parliamentary Mixed Parliament  86 No 

Romania  1996 Parliamentary  Mixed Parliament  76 No 

Slovakia  1998 Parliamentary  Proportional Parliament  84 No 

Slovenia 1990 Parliamentary Proportional Parliament 83 No 

Slovenia  1996 Parliamentary  Proportional  Parliament  73 No  

Source: Eurobarometer and IDEA Turnout Database  

 

4.4.1 Summary of Descriptive Statistics  

Before proceeding with the bivariate analysis for the Central and Eastern European 

cases, we proceed in the same manner as in the Western European and African cases by 

first focusing on the univariate descriptive analysis for the dependent and independent 

variables.  

Table 4.12: Summary Estimate of Reported Voting Behaviour – Central and 

Eastern European Democracies 

Voted in Last Election Percentage (%) N 

Yes, voted  65 11, 979 

Did not vote  34   6, 249 

Total  99 18, 228 

Source: Eurobarometer Survey  
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Table 4.13: Official and Survey Turnout – Central and Eastern European 

Democracies 

Countries  Election Year Survey turnout  Official Turnout  

Bulgaria  1997 37 58 

Czech Republic    1998 38 74 

Estonia  1999 43 57 

Hungary  1998 77 57 

Latvia  1998 63 71 

Lithuania  2000 78 59 

Poland  1997 71 47 

Romania  1996 89 76 

Slovakia  1998 63 84 

Slovenia  1996 87 73 

Source: Eurobarometer Survey 

Are Central and Eastern European countries in any way different with regards to the 

discrepancies between actual and reported turnout? Table 4.13 permits us to compare 

reported turnout for each of the ten countries with their actual turnout reported at IDEA 

database. Two observations are derived from the table above. First, in five of the 

countries, (i.e. Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovakia and Latvia) we notice that 

their reported turnout rates in the survey are much lower than the actual turnout rates.  

Second, apart from these five countries where the reported turnout is much lower than 

the actual turnout, the rest of the remaining countries (i.e. Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, 

Romania and Slovenia) display a pattern where reported turnout from the survey is 

higher than the actual turnout. For these Central and Eastern European countries, I 

suggest that this discrepancy may be because of over-sampling of individuals, say 

individuals who have had a stable home address for a long period of time and who may 

as well be more likely to vote. Equally, it may simply be down to a tendency for people 
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to misreport their actual behaviour; since voting is widely regarded as a civic duty, for 

many there will be a feeling that this is the more socially acceptable response when 

asked if they voted or not.  

This therefore raises the question if surveys are representative of the nation as they 

ought or are supposed to be. Crucially, does this over-reporting in any way bias our 

attempt in explaining what influences people to turn out? Kuenzi and Lambright (2011, 

p. 776) encountered this same problem in their attempt in explaining who votes in 

Africa. In order to see if over-reporting was biasing the relationships between the 

variables of interest and turnout, they ran their analysis in two parts. First for countries 

in which reported and official turnout are within 10 percentage points of each other. 

Second for those countries in which the difference between the two is greater than 10 

percentage points. Their results were essentially the same for the two groups of 

countries. This suggests that there is unlikely to be a problem of bias in the results. 

Having concluded the basic univariate descriptive analysis for the dependent variable 

we now move on to examine the descriptive analysis of the independent variables.  

Table 4.14: Summary Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables  

VARIABLES  PERCENTAGES 

(%) 

   N 

RESOURCE VARIABLES 

Gender  Men 48 8, 992 

Women  52 9, 854 

Total N  18, 846 

Education Primary Education 37 7, 116 

Secondary Education  48 9, 173 

Higher Education  13 2, 517 

Total N  18, 806 
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Age  Young People (18-29) 30 5, 780 

Middle-Aged Adults (30-

64) 

55 10, 487 

Elderly People (65 >) 13 2, 555 

Total N  18, 822 

Occupational Status  Manual  78 13, 691 

Employers   3       526 

Non-Manual  11   2, 003 

Professionals  7   1, 202 

Total N  17, 422 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Efficacy  Respondents with efficacy  47 8, 789 

Respondents with no 

efficacy  

52 8, 055 

Total N  16, 844 

Political Interest Interested  34   6, 172 

Not Interested 65 11, 571 

Total N  17, 743 

Political Trust  Trust  34 6, 265 

No trust  65 11, 774 

Total N  18, 039 

Inter-Personal trust  Trust 58 10, 263 

No Trust  41 7, 193 

Total N  17, 456 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil Society 

Organisations  

Union member  9 1, 685 

Not a Union member  90 16, 838 

Total N  18, 523 

Religiosity  Religious  68 12, 695 

Not Religious  31   5, 840 
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Total N  18,535 

Party Identification  Party Identifiers  60 8, 241 

Non-Party Identifiers  39 5, 338 

Total N  13, 579 

Discuss Politics  Never discuss politics  46 8, 630 

Discuss politics 

occasionally  

33 6, 178 

Discuss politics frequently  20 3, 832 

Total N  18, 640 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with 

democracy  

Satisfied  2 289 

Not satisfied  98 17, 273 

Total N  17, 562 

Country economic 

condition  

Worse  53 9, 360 

Same  30 5, 436 

Better  15 2, 800 

Total N  17, 596  

Personal living condition  Worse  46 4, 825 

Same  41 4, 365 

Better  12 1, 250 

Total N  10, 440 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  

Political system Parliamentary system  44 8, 445 

Semi-presidential system  55 10, 435 

Total N  18, 880 

Closeness of election  Close election  37  6, 186 

Not a close election  63 10, 531 

Total N  16, 717 

Source: Eurobarometer Survey  
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4.4.2 Graphical Bivariate Descriptions  

Having begun with simple univariate descriptive statistics of dependent and 

independent variables, we now move to present a number of graphical bivariate 

descriptive analysis using scatter plots and bar charts. Figure 4.3 displays these bivariate 

relationships for Central and Eastern European countries.      
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Figure 4.3: The Impact of Individual and Contextual Variables on Voting: Central and Eastern European Democracies 
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Based on the graphical descriptions which are derived from the Eurobarometer survey 

data, we are able to suggest the following based on the observations above. Beginning 

with the Resource variables, the bar chart indicates a relationship between voting and 

age of respondents, with older people (i.e. middle-aged adults and elderly) participating 

at a higher rate compared to younger people. Moving to the next variable, the bar chart 

shows little evidence of a relationship between voting and gender, with men only very 

slightly more likely to participate more than women. Looking at educational levels, the 

bar charts shows that there is a clear relationship between voting and citizens 

educational level, to the extent that those with a higher level of educational attainment 

tend to participate at higher rates when compared to those with secondary and primary 

education. Finally, we also see that those with a higher SES status (i.e. professionals 

and non-manuals) participate at a higher rate when compared manual workers.  

With regards to the mobilisational variables, beginning with the effect of civil society 

organisation on electoral participation the bar chart indicates a relationship, however the 

result is contradictory to what we would have expected in that non-members actually 

tend to vote at higher rates than citizens who are members of civil society organisations. 

Next, regarding the effect of party identification on electoral participation, the bar chart 

tells of a relationship, to the extent that citizens who are party identifiers tend to 

participate at higher rates than individuals who are non-party identifiers. Similarly, our 

bar chart shows a relationship between religiosity and vote, with citizens who are more 

religious more likely to vote in elections than those who are not religious. Finally, 

looking at the effect of those who tend to discuss politics and voting, the graph tells of a 

relationship, with individuals who claim to either discuss politics frequently or 

occasionally voting at a higher rate than those who claim never to discuss politics.  
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Turning to the cultural variables, we can make the following observations. Beginning 

with the effect of political trust on electoral participation, the bar chart shows a 

relationship, with citizens who are more trustful of the political system slightly likely to 

participate more than individuals who are less trustful. Similarly, with respect to the 

effect of inter-personal trust or social trust on voting, the bar chart indicates that citizens 

who are more trustful of others are slightly more likely to participate than people who 

are not so trustful of others. However, the difference between citizens who trust other 

and those that do not trust others is not so clear, and so an appropriate statistical test will 

be needed to establish the significance of this difference. Additionally, the graph 

relating to the effect of political efficacy on electoral participation illustrate a 

relationship between although the result seems to be opposite to what we would have 

expected (i.e. demonstrating that those who lack any firm sense of efficacy are rather 

more likely to participate than those who are more efficacious). With respect to the last 

of the cultural variables, political interest, the bar chart hints at a relationship, with 

citizens who are interested in politics or political activities having a slightly higher 

propensity to participate in electoral politics than citizens who are not interested.  

If we turn to the rational choice variables, the following observations can be made. 

Beginning with satisfaction with democracy, the bar chart portrays a very clear 

relationship between citizens’ satisfaction with their national democracy and voting, 

with those who are satisfied tending to vote at higher a rate than those who are not 

satisfied with their national democracy. Similarly, looking at the effect of country’s 

economic condition on electoral participation, the bar chart tells of a clear relationship, 

with citizens who have a positive evaluation of their country economic condition 

tending to vote at higher rates than citizens who regard their country’s economic 

condition to be stable or worsening. Additionally, with regards to personal 
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circumstances, the bar chart equally shows a clear relationship, with citizens who have a 

positive evaluation of their circumstances participating at higher rates than those who 

have a less positive evaluation of their personal circumstances.  

Finally, moving to the political and institutional variables, looking at the effect of the 

electoral system on voting, the scatter plot illustrates a negative relationship between 

disproportionality and vote choice; in other words, the more proportional the outcome 

of an election, the more likely respondents are to vote. Regarding the effect of closeness 

of election and electoral participation, the bar chart shows a relationship, with citizens 

living in political system where the elections were more competitive or close more 

likely to participate than citizens living in countries where the elections were not 

considered close or competitive. Finally, pertaining to the effect of the regime type on 

vote choice, the graph portrays that citizens who live in semi-presidential democracies 

tend to participate at a higher rate than those living in parliamentary democracies. 

Having concluded with the simple graphical bivariate examination of relationships 

between vote and our independent variables, we can now turn to the statistical 

significance of these relationships and measures of association. We proceed in a similar 

manner as in the Western European and African democracies (see Table 4.15). 
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Table 4.15: Statistics from Bivariate Cross-Tabulation – Voted Last Election for 

Central/Eastern European Countries 

Variables Chi-Square P-Value  Cramer’s Value   

RESOURCE VARIABLES   

Gender  4.440     .04 .016 

Age  75.7 .0005 0.65 

Education  202.7 .0005 .106 

Occupational Status  414.9 .0005 .157 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Trust  12.6 .0005 0.27 

Inter-personal trust  5.67 0.17 0.18 

Political efficacy  33.2 .0005 .045 

Political interest  28.08 .0005 .040 

MOBILISATION VARIABLE 

Civil society organisations  18.7 .0005 .032 

Discuss politics  41.6 .0005 .059 

Religiosity  444.7 .0005 .158 

Party Identification  109.8 .0005 .091 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with democracy  18.7 .0005 .033 

Country economic condition  238.2 .0005 0.118 

Individual living condition  2.25 .28 .016 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  

Political system  453.12 .0005 .158 

Closeness of Elections 519.87 .0005 .180 

Disproportionality
10

     

Source: Eurobarometer  

                                                           
10

 The correlation coefficient between voting and disproportionality reveals a significant but negative 

relationship (r=-.142**).  
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4.4.3 Results of Bivariate Associations 

The following inferences can be drawn from the results of the bivariate associations 

presented in Table 4.15. First, there is a statistically significant relationship between 

voted in last election and the gender of the respondents, although the strength of this 

association is weak. The result shows that 66 percent of men and 65 percent of women 

voted; in reality, this difference among the genders is tiny, and as such, notwithstanding 

the statistical significance result, probably warrants rejecting our hypothesis that men 

tend to vote more than women. (Multivariate analysis will make a final determination 

on this question.). 

Second, the association between voted in last election and the age of the respondents is 

weak although statistically significant. The result shows 61 percent of younger people 

voted, 67 percent of middle-aged adults voted and 67 percent of elderly people voted. 

We therefore conclude that older adults turn out to vote at higher rates than younger 

people, thus confirming our hypothesis. Third, there is statistically significant 

relationship between voted in last election and respondent’s educational level, and the 

strength of this association is rather stronger than most in the table. Our cross-tabulation 

between the three educational categories shows that 59 percent of those with primary 

education voted in the previous election. 68 percent of those with secondary education 

voted and 72 percent of respondents with higher education voted. The result shows that 

highly educated citizens are more likely to vote, thus confirming our hypothesis. 

Additionally, there is a statistically significant relationship between vote and 

respondent’s occupational status, the strength of which seems to be moderately strong. 

The result shows that 82 percent of professionals and 80 percent of non-manual workers 

turn out compared to 62 percent of manual workers. This confirms our hypothesis that 



168 

 

 

 

those with a higher socio-economic status are much more likely to participate than those 

with lower socio-economic status. 

Turning to political culture influences, we observe a statistically significant relationship 

between vote and political trust, although it is a weak association. Our results suggest 

that 68 percent of those who are more trustful voted, compared to 65 percent of citizens 

who are less trustful. On the face of this result, it confirms our proposition about the 

relationship between political trust and voting. Looking at inter-personal trust, we find 

an insignificant relationship between social trust and vote choice. Moreover, the cross 

tabulation shows that 66 percent of those who trust others voted compared to 65 percent 

of those who do not trust others. This difference seems to be so slight, and considering 

the non-significant relationship, our inclination is to reject the hypothesis; again, 

multivariate analysis will provide a final determination on this question.  

There is a statistically significant relationship between vote and political efficacy 

although the association is quite weak. More surprising, however, is the direction of the 

relationship, for we find that those with a sense of political efficacy are less inclined to 

vote (only 63 percent do) compared to those that lack a sense of political efficacy (of 

whom 68 percent do). This finding means that we must reject our hypothesis. Again, 

there is a positive and statistically significant relationship between voting and political 

interest, although it is a weak association. The result shows 68 percent of citizens who 

are interested in politics voted in the previous election, while 64 percent of those who 

are less interested in politics voted. This result broadly confirms our hypothesis. 

Regarding the mobilisational factors, the bivariate association between vote and 

membership of a civil society organisation is weak, but statistically significant. 

Surprisingly, non-members are more likely to vote (66 percent) than members of civil 
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society groups (61 percent), so we must once again reject our hypothesis. There is a 

statistically significant relationship between vote and discussion of politics, although the 

association is quite weak. Our results show 62 percent of respondents who never discuss 

about politics or political activities voted, 69 percent of respondents who discuss about 

politics occasionally voted and 66 percent of those who frequently discuss about politics 

voted. I therefore conclude that citizens who tend to discuss about politics either 

frequently or occasionally are more likely to vote at higher rates than those who do not, 

thus confirming our hypothesis.  

Interestingly, one of the most clear cut and significant relationships is that between vote 

and religiosity. This result shows that 71 percent of the religious vote compared to 55 

percent of the non-religious, therefore confirming our hypothesis. Moreover, our 

analysis shows a statistically significant relationship between voted in last election and 

party identification, although the strength points to a weak association. The result shows 

that 73 percent of citizens with parties’ ties voted, compared to 64 percent of those with 

no party ties. We therefore conclude that those with party identification are more likely 

to vote than non-party identifies, thus confirming our hypothesis. 

Turning to rational choice factors, we observe a statistically significant relationship 

between vote and satisfaction with democracy, and the association is notable, if not 

exactly strong. 78 percent of those who are satisfied with their country political system 

or democracy voted, compared 66 percent of citizens who are less satisfied with their 

democracy. The result confirms our hypothesis, suggesting that those who are more 

satisfied with the country’s democracy tend to participate at higher rates. Lastly, 

looking at country’s economic condition and individual personal wellbeing, the result 

reveals a statistically significant relationship between voting and country’s economic 
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condition, although the association is weak. A cross – tabulation between the three 

categories of those who made an evaluation of their country’s economic condition 

reveals that 76 percent of respondent who considered their country’s economic 

condition to be better off voted than a year previously voted, compared to 70 percent of 

those who judged their country economic condition to be the same, and 61 percent of 

respondents who considered their country economic condition to be worse. This result 

shows that those who have a positive evaluation about their country’s economic 

condition are much more likely to vote than those who do not, thus confirming our 

hypothesis. On the other hand, there is no statistically significant relationship between 

vote and personal wellbeing. A cross – tabulation between the three categories of those 

who made an evaluation of their personal wellbeing reveals that 76 percent of those who 

considered it be improving voted, compared to 74 percent of those who judged it to be 

unchanged, and 74 percent of considered it to be worse. This result leads us to reject our 

hypothesis as the gap between those who have a positive evaluation of their economic 

condition and those that do not have any positive evaluation of the economic wellbeing 

is insignificant.  

Finally, moving to the political and institutional variables, we observe some of the 

strongest relationships in the East European data. First, it is evident that there is a 

statistically significant but negative relationship between voted in last election and the 

disproportionality of the electoral system. The more disproportional the system the less 

likely people will vote, thus confirming expectations. Additionally, there is a 

statistically significant relationship between voting and closeness of elections as 

revealed by our data. The results show that 76 percent of respondents voted when the 

elections were expected to be competitive as compared to 62 percent of citizens who 

voted when the elections were not a close race. Given these results, our hypothesis is 
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therefore confirmed as propensity to vote is seen to be higher when elections are 

expected to be competitive.  

Finally, turning to the political system, our cross tabulation between vote and the 

regime-type indicates a statistically significant and moderate relationship. However, the 

hypothesis that those living in parliamentary democracies would participate at a higher 

rate compared to those living in presidential, semi-presidential or other type or regimes 

is rejected on grounds that 72 percent of individuals living in semi-presidential systems 

voted in the previous election compared to 57 percent of citizens living in parliamentary 

democracies in Eastern Europe. 

 

 

 



172 

 

 

 

4.5 A BIVARIATE ASSOCIATION – EAST ASIAN DEMOCRACIES 

To investigate empirically the individual and institutional determinants of people’s 

decisions to vote or not to vote in this region, we rely on an extensive collection of 

individual survey data for East Asian countries that is derived from the AsiaBarometer. 

Depending on the criteria we have stipulated above for selecting cases, with regards to 

East Asian cases, this region pose a special conceptual challenge as only South Korea, 

Mongolia, Taiwan and Japan
11

 met our criteria as fully democratised countries. While 

the remaining four countries (Philippines, Singapore, Indonesia and Malaysia) were all 

rated as partly free. However, for the sake of comparability and since both the East 

European and African cases only meet the higher standard of free elections, we 

therefore decided to focus only on the four East Asian cases that were fully free and 

fair. Thus, the dataset for these countries focus on Wave 2 of the AsiaBarometer, 

conducted in 2005-2008, covering four countries in East Asia and including a total of 

5,077 voting aged individuals. The table below describes the countries included, their 

institutional characteristics and their official reported turnouts.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
11

 Japan cannot be considered as a new democracy given its status as a relatively well-established 

democracy. However, because of the fewness of cases and the need for generalisation Japan is included. 

This notwithstanding in the empirical chapter of Who Votes in East Asia? (i.e. chapter 8) our analysis 

compares the effects of inclusion and exclusion of the Japanese case.  
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Table 14.16: East Asian Cases and Institutional Characteristics  

Country  Year  Turnout Political system    Electoral 

System  

Concurrent 

Elections 

Japan  2005 67 Parliamentary   Mixed  No 

South 

Korea  

2002 70 Presidential - 

Parliamentary
12

  

Mixed  No 

Mongolia  2004 81 

 

Parliamentary  Mixed  No 

Taiwan  2004 80 Presidential - 

Parliamentary  

Mixed  Yes 

Sources: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance 

4.5.1 Summary of Descriptive Statistics  

As highlighted in the other three regions, an important problem to note with individual 

level survey data that deals with electoral behaviour is that reported turnout in surveys 

is often slightly higher than official turnout. So, an important question to ask is if the 

difference between official and self-reported turnout is also an issue in the East Asian 

region? I therefore present basic descriptive statistics of actual/reported turnout across 

our countries of interest, before rounding up with a summary of descriptive statistics of 

the variables that we intend to put to empirical test in explaining people’s propensity to 

turnout in this region.   

 

 

 

 

                                                           
12

 This is what Duverger called ‘semi-presidential’, referring to the French case (i.e., with a directly 

elected president and a government which is responsible to an elected parliament).  
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Table 4.17: Official versus Self-Reported Turnout in East Asia  

Country  Election Year  Official 

Turnout (%) 

 Self-reported turnout 

(%) 

Japan  2005 67 87 

South Korea  2002 70 74 

Mongolia  2004 81 87 

Taiwan  2004 80 86 

Sources: Official and self-reported turnout are derived from International IDEA voter turnout database 

and the AsiaBarometer wave 2 survey data.  

The table reveals that there actually is some fairly significant variation in the rate of 

over reporting turnout in the four countries. However, this discrepancy in actual and 

official turnout is similar across the other regions and therefore we simply focus on 

reported turnout. 

Table 4.18: Summary Descriptive Statistics of Variables 

VARIABLES  PERCENTAGES 

(%) 

   N 

RESOURCE VARIABLES 

Gender  Men 52 2, 419 

Women  47 2, 654 

Total   5, 073 

Education Primary Education 23 1, 164 

Secondary Education  57 2, 884 

Higher Education  19 1, 007 

Total   5, 055 

Age  Young People (17-29) 19 9, 96 

Middle-Aged Adults (30-64) 65 3, 327 

Elderly People (65 >) 14 7, 52 
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Total   5075 

SES (Household Income) lowest quartile 19 893 

2nd quartile 25 1, 162 

3rd quartile 21 954 

4th quartile 17 798 

top quartile 15 717 

Total   4, 519 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Efficacy  Respondents with efficacy  32 1, 596 

Respondents with no efficacy  67 3, 313 

Total   4, 909 

Political Interest Interested  49  2,481 

Not Interested 50 2, 557 

Total   5, 038 

Political Trust  Trust  34 1, 627 

No trust  65 3, 071 

Total N  4, 698 

Social trust  Trust 27 1, 347 

No Trust  72 3, 547 

Total  4, 894 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil Society Organisations  Union member  37 1, 907 

Not a Union member  62 3, 131 

Total N  5, 038 

Religiosity  Not religious at all  20 992 

Slightly religious  35 1690 

Moderately religious   35 1710 

Very religious  8 431 

Total   4, 823 
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Party Identification  Party Identifiers  51 1754 

Non-Party Identifiers  48 1659 

Total   3, 413 

Discuss Politics  Never discuss politics  26 1348 

Discuss politics occasionally  63 3188 

Discuss politics frequently  10 513 

Total   5, 049 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with 

democracy  

Satisfied  56 2, 757 

Not satisfied  43 2, 086 

Total   4, 843 

Country economic 

condition  

Worse  46 2320 

Same  23 1163 

Better  30 1531 

Total   5, 014  

Personal living condition  Worse  36 1, 840 

Same  40 2, 032 

Better  23 1, 174 

Total   5, 046 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  

Concurrent elections  Concurrent elections  68 1, 587 

Not concurrent elections  31 3, 490 

Total   5, 077 

Closeness of election  Close election  78 4, 005 

Not a close election  21 1, 072 

Total  5, 077  

 

Political system  

Parliamentary system  44 2278 

Non-parliamentary system   55 2799 

Total  5077 
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4.5.2 Graphical Bivariate Descriptions  

Having completed with the simple univariate descriptive statistics, we now proceed in a 

similar manner as with the previous regions by presenting a number of graphs of 

bivariate relationships. For now, Figure 4.4 displays these graphical bivariate 

relationships between vote choice and a number of individual-level and contextual 

factors across East Asian democracies.  
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Figure 4.4: The Impact of Individual and Contextual Variables on Voting: East Asian Democracies 
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Based on figure 4.4, the following inferences could be drawn from the graphical 

bivariate relationships. Commencing with the socio-demographic resource factors, first 

the graph between vote and age confirms a relationship, with older people showing a 

higher propensity to turnout when compared to younger people. Moving to gender, the 

charts suggests a relationship between vote choice and gender, with men slightly more 

likely to participate at a higher rate than women. Turning to education, the chart 

displays a relationship between vote choice and education. However, the result 

contradicts expectations in that those with a lower level of education (i.e. primary 

education) display a greater propensity to turn out than those with a higher level of 

education (i.e. secondary and higher education). Finally, looking at the last resource 

variable, our chart indicates a relationship between electoral participation and people 

socio-economic status (income); again, however, the result is directly opposite to what 

we would have expected in that those with the lowest income are slightly more likely to 

vote than those with the highest income.  

Turning to the mobilisational factors, we begin by examining the relationship between 

voting and being a member in a civil society organisation. The graph tells of a 

relationship between both variables, with those who declared to be members more 

inclined to vote compared to those who are non-members. With respect to party 

identification, the graph shows that individuals with party ties have a higher propensity 

to vote than non-party identifiers. Similarly, we see that those who declared themselves 

to be very religious vote at a higher rate than those who declared themselves not to be 

religious at all. Finally, the graph demonstrates that those who frequently discuss 

politics tend to participate at a higher rate than those who never to discuss politics.   
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Turning to the political culture factors, the bar chart displays a relationship between 

vote and political efficacy, but not in the expected direction: those who lack any form of 

efficacy tend to participate at a higher rate than those with a sense of efficacy. On the 

other hand, the graphical evidence does support the expectation that those who declared 

themselves to be politically interested are more likely to vote than those who declared 

no interest in politics. Looking at the next variable, political trust, we see that those who 

claimed to be politically trustful participate at a higher rate than individuals who 

considered themselves not to trustful. The same holds for social trust: those claiming to 

be more trustful of others vote at a higher rate compare to those who lack social trust.   

If we turn to the rational choice variables which are satisfaction with democracy, 

country and individual economic outlook, the following can be suggested.  Beginning 

with satisfaction with democracy, the bar chart portrays a very clear relationship 

between citizens’ satisfaction with their country democracy and voting, with those who 

declared to be satisfied with their national democracy voting at higher rates than those 

who are not satisfied. Similarly, citizens who consider their national and individual 

economic conditions to be improving vote at higher rates than citizens who consider 

their country and individual economic conditions to be the same or worsening.  

Finally, moving to the political and institutional variables, the chart points to the 

unexpected finding that individuals living in countries where the elections are 

considered not close or competitive voted at a higher rate than those living in countries 

where the elections were considered to be close races. Regarding concurrent elections, 

the graph reveals that individuals living in countries where parliamentary and 

presidential elections are concurrently held tend to vote at a higher rate than those living 

in countries where elections are not concurrent. Moving to the regime type and voting, 
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we see individuals living in parliamentary democracies voting at a higher rate compare 

to individuals living in non-parliamentary democracies. Lastly, with respect to the 

relationship between voting and disproportionality, the scatter plot once again tells of a 

negative relationship between voting and disproportionality of the electoral system in 

East Asian democracies; the more disproportional the system, the less people are 

inclined to vote.   

 

4.5.3 Bivariate Statistics  

Having concluded with the simple univariate statistics and graphical presentations, we 

now turn to the statistical significance and measures of association of bivariate 

relationships between vote and the individual/contextual variables; the results are 

presented in Table 4.19.  
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Table 4.19: Statistics from Bivariate Cross-Tabulation – Voted Last Election: East 

Asian  

Variables Chi-Square P-Value  Cramer’s Value   

RESOURCE VARIABLES   

Gender  8.166 .004 .041 

Age  243.9 .0005 .224 

Education  36.48 .0005 .087 

SES (Household Income)  6.060 .25 .037 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES 

Political Trust  2.875 .0005 .074 

Inter-personal trust  1.980 .16 .021 

Political efficacy  2.806 .094 .024 

Political interest  75.159 .0005 .124 

MOBILISATION VARIABLE 

Civil society organisations  63.83 .0005 .115 

Discuss politics  35.524 .0005 .086 

Religiosity  68.350 .0005 .112 

Party Identification  19.825 .0005 .077 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with democracy  8.720 .003 .043 

Country economic condition  14.629 .001 .055 

Individual living condition  1.072 .65 .048 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  

Concurrent elections  11.194 .001 .115 

Closeness of Elections 8.019 .005 .041 

Regime type  31.302 .0005 .080 

Disproportionality
13

    

Source: AsiaBarometer (Round 2) 

                                                           
13

 Here we report the appropriate statistics based on correlation coefficient.  
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4.5.4 Results of Bivariate Associations  

Beginning with the socio-demographic resource variables, Table 4.19 reveals that there 

is a statistically significant but weak relationship between vote and gender. The cross-

tabulation indicates that 85 percent of men voted compared to 82 percent of women, 

thus confirming our hypothesis. With regards to age, there is a more pronounced and 

statistically significant relationship with vote. This reflects the fact that 67 percent of 

young people, 86 of middle-aged adults and 94 percent of elderly people declared to 

have voted in the most recent election, thus confirming the expectation that older people 

(middle-aged adults and elderly) participate at a higher rate than young people. 

With respect to voting and people’s educational level, our result display a statistically 

significant relationship, although it is only a weak association. Looking at the three 

educational categories, the results are surprising in that 89 percent of those with primary 

education declared to have voted in the previous elections compared to 82 and 83 

percent of those with secondary and higher education. Given these results, we can only 

reject our hypothesis that those with higher education tend to vote at higher rate. 

Moreover, with regards to socio-economic status (household income) and voting, the 

relationship is non-significant. Moreover, the results reveal that 85 percent of 

individuals with the lowest income voted compared to 84 percent of those with the 

highest income. Given these findings, we can only reject our hypothesis that those of 

higher status will be more likely to vote.  

Turning to political culture factors, we find first that the relationship between vote and 

political trust is statistically significant, with the strength of the relationship exhibiting 

only a weak association. 87 percent of voters who are trustful voted compared to 82 

percent of respondents who are less trustful. This result therefore just confirms the 
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hypothesis that citizens who are more trustful participate at higher rates than those who 

are less trustful. However, there is non-significant relationship between vote and social 

trust; 85 percent of those who are more trustful of others voted in the previous election 

compared to 83 percent of those who are less trustful. We can only reject our hypothesis 

regarding social trust, due to the non-significant result.  

With regards to political efficacy, once again, we do not find any significant 

relationship with vote choice in East Asian democracies. The cross-tabulation between 

the two efficacy categories reveals that 84 percent of citizens that are not politically 

efficacious and 82 percent of respondents who are politically efficacious turn out. In the 

face of this result, our hypothesis is therefore rejected. Looking to political interest, 

however, our results shows a statistically significant and moderately strong relationship 

between voted in last election and political interest. 88 percent of citizens who are 

politically interested in politics participate compared to 76 percent of citizens who are 

less interested in politics, thus confirming our hypothesis.  

If we turn to mobilisational factors, we find that there is weak, but statistically 

significant relationship between vote and being a member of a civil society 

organisation. 89 percent of those who are member of civil society groups confirmed 

having voted in the most recent election compared to 80 percent of those who were non-

members. This therefore supports our hypothesis by revealing that those who are 

members of union will vote at higher rates than non-members. Also, an analysis 

between vote choice and political discussion reveals a fairly weak but statistically 

significant relationship. 85 percent and 89 percent of those who claimed to occasionally 

or frequently discuss politics voted in the most recent election compared 79 percent of 

those who revealed they never discuss politics. This result therefore confirms our 
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hypothesis that those who discuss politics are more likely to participate than those who 

never discuss politics.  

A look at religiosity reveals that there is statistically and moderate significant 

relationship with vote. 88 percent of those who are very religious declared having voted 

compared to 75 percent of those who are not religious at all. This result therefore 

confirms the expectation that those who are religious are more likely to vote than those 

who are not. The bivariate correlation between vote and party identification is 

statistically significant, although quite weak. Our cross-tabulation between the two 

categories demonstrates that 91 percent of individuals who possess party ties voted in 

the most recent election compared to 86 percent of individuals with no party ties. This 

result therefore just about validates our hypothesis that party identifiers will participate 

at higher rates than non-partisans.  

With respect to the rational choice factors, we find there is statistically significant 

relationship between vote and respondent’s satisfaction with their country’s system of 

democracy, although the strength of the association is weak. Our cross-tabulation 

reveals that 85 percent of those who are satisfied with their country’s system of 

democracy voted in the most recent election compared to 82 percent of those who 

declared themselves less satisfied with their country’s system of democracy. Given this 

result, our hypothesis is therefore confirmed that those who are more satisfied with 

democracy in their country are more likely to turnout than those who are not. Similarly, 

the result of the bivariate relationship between vote and the economic condition of the 

respondent’s country shows a statistically significant relationship, although once again 

the strength of the association is very weak. 87 percent of respondents who have a more 

positive evaluation of their country’s economic condition voted in the previous election, 
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while 82 percent of citizens who lacked such a positive evaluation voted. This result 

confirms our hypothesis that those who have a more positive evaluation of their 

country’s economic condition will tend to vote at a higher rate compared to individuals 

who lack this positive evaluation. Turning to individual economic condition, we do not 

observe a significant relationship with vote; moreover, examination of the 

crosstabulation reveals some evidence that contradicts the expected relationship, for 75 

percent of respondents who have a positive evaluation of their personal economic 

condition voted, as opposed to 83 percent of respondents who do not have a positive 

evaluation of their own economic condition.  We would therefore reject the hypothesis 

that positive personal economic circumstances will drive electoral participation 

upwards. 

Finally, moving to the political and institutional factors, our analysis indicates a 

statistically significant relationship between voting and concurrent elections, although 

the strength of the association is quite weak. The result shows that 86 percent of citizens 

voted when the elections were concurrent, compared to 82 percent citizens who voted 

under non-concurrent elections. This therefore confirms our hypothesis that the 

propensity to vote will be higher when elections are concurrently held. Turning to 

closeness of elections, there is statistically significant but weak relationship between 

voted in last election and competitive elections. In addition, the relationship works in 

the opposite direction to that expected, meaning that we must reject our hypothesis; 86 

percent of respondents voted when the election was seen as not a close race, while 83 

percent of citizens voted when the elections were considered as close races. Looking at 

regime type, there is a statistically significant relationship between vote and the regime 

type in East Asian democracies, although the strength of the association is not strong. 

The results show that 87 percent of individuals living in parliamentary democracies 
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declared having voted in the most recent election compared to 81 percent of individuals 

living under non-parliamentary democracies. Finally, pertaining to disproportionality, 

our result portrays a significant but negative relationship between voting and 

disproportionality (i.e. r = -.052).  

 

4.6 THEORETICAL MATCHING – BASED ON BIVARIATE RESULT FROM 

THE FOUR REGIONS 

A principal ambition of this thesis is theory – testing. This thesis has so far posed a 

simple question: Why do people vote in new democracies? That is, what influences 

people’s decisions to vote? In trying to explain what influences citizens to vote at the 

individual level, we have based our theoretical approach so far on models and theories 

that may be considered as Western constructed. We were interested to know how far 

these Western generated theories could travel to emerging democracies of Africa, East 

Asia and Central/Eastern European states. The results of the bivariate correlations 

conducted for the four broad geographical regions provide initial insight into whether 

standard models and explanations that have been developed in respect of established 

democracies work as well in newer democracies. Table 4.20 constitutes a tabular 

presentation of a theoretical matching based on the results obtained from the four 

regions. 
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Table 4.20: Theoretical Matching – Five Models   

Models/Variables  Western 

Europe 

Sub-Saharan 

Africa 

Central/Eastern 

Europe  

East Asia 

RESOURCE VARIABLES  

Age  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Gender  Does not apply Does not apply Applies* Applies*** 

Education Applies*** Applies*** Applies***  Applies* 

Socio-economic Status  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Does not apply 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political efficacy  Applies*** Applies* Applies* Does not apply 

Political interest  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Political trust  N/a  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Inter-personal trust  N/a Applies*** Applies* Insig 

(confirm) 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES   

Civil society groups  Applies*** Applies*** Applies* Applies*** 

Ethnic Identification  N/a Applies* N/a N/a 

Discuss Politics   N/a Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Religiosity  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Party Identification  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with 

democracy  

Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Country economic 

condition  

Applies*** Applies* Applies*** Applies*** 

Individual economic 

condition  

N/a  Applies* Does not apply Insig 

(confirm) 

POLITICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES  
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Political system  Does not apply Applies* Applies* Applies*** 

Disproportionality  Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** Applies*** 

Closeness of election Does not apply Applies* Applies*** Applies* 

Concurrent elections  Does not apply Applies*** N/a Applies*** 

Source: Bivariate results from CSES, Afrobarometer, Eurobarometer and AsiaBarometer survey data.  

Table 4.21 summarizes the results of the bivariate correlations conducted for the four 

regions using the CSES, Afrobarometer, Eurobarometer and the AsiaBarometer survey 

data. The green colour (Applies***) signifies that the relationship between the 

dependent variable vote and the independent variable in question was statistically 

significant and our hypothesis confirmed. The red colour (does not apply) points to the 

fact that the relationship between vote and the independent variable under investigation 

was not statistically significant and our hypothesis was rejected. The yellow gold colour 

(applies**) shows that the relationship between voted in last election and the 

independent variable was statistically significant but not in the expected direction, and 

therefore our hypothesis was rejected.  

 

4.6.1 Interpretation of the Results Across the Four Geopolitical Regions  

Beginning with Resource model, the central finding is the transcendent importance of 

age. A very strong age effect that has been observed and documented in Western 

European democracies is also present in new democracies. The positive relationship 

between age and voting is seen across the four geographical regions and continues for 

much more of the life cycle as our data reveal. Theories about the decline in turnout rate 

of elderly (older) people as a result of health problems, physical infirmities and social 

disengagement postulated by Culter and Bengtson (1997, p. 163) are not supported by 
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our data. What we find is that middle-aged adults and elderly people tend to participate 

at higher rates than younger people across the four regions.  

The second most important Resource variable is education. The results from our data 

across three regions (Western Europe, Eastern Europe and Africa) apart from East Asia 

democracies indicate that those with higher levels of education tend to participate at 

higher rates than those with lower levels of education. From this, we can infer 

considerable support for the fundamental proposition that a higher level of education 

does help to reduce the cognitive cost of voting. These cognitive costs such registration 

procedures, ballot structure, filling out forms and even meeting deadlines may depress 

the participation rate of poorly educated citizens who may find it hard to understand the 

bureaucratic hurdles of voting, while the participation rates of citizens who are highly 

educated may not be affected as they tend to more easily understand voting procedures. 

The proposition about the effect of socio-economic status (i.e. income, material and 

occupation status) on electoral participation was also validated across three regions with 

the exception of East Asian cases. For the Western and Central/Eastern European 

democracies the results were crystal clear; our data indicated that citizens with a higher 

socio-economic status tend to participate at higher rates than those with a lower social 

or occupational status. For the African electoral democracies, the results suggested more 

limited grounds for accepting the hypothesis, in as much as those with the lowest status 

(manuals) voted less when compared to other occupational status. Overall, however – 

and with the exception of East Asia - the result enables us to confirm the proposition 

that voting in both old and new democracies is motivated to a large extent by the 

material possessions of prospective voters. 
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The last of the Resource variables, gender, produced a much less convincing finding 

across the four regions. Relying on previous studies, our proposition regarding gender 

and voting was that men will tend to participate at higher rates than women, and it was 

only in the East Asian democracies that this hypothesis was confirmed. However, our 

finding across the remaining three regions suggest that this proposition is incorrect. In 

the older democracies of Western Europe and the African democracies our data show 

that the relationship between vote and gender is non-existent and the difference in 

turnout rates of both genders is very tiny. This led us to reject the preposition that men 

tend to vote more than women.  

For the Central and Eastern European democracies, though there is apparently a 

significant relationship between voting and gender, examination of the crosstabulation 

revealed a negligible difference between men and women, with 66.6 percent of men and 

65.1 percent of women voting; this difference is tiny, and as such warrants rejecting our 

hypothesis that men tend to vote more than women. What we learned from these three 

regions is that at most, the suppose gender gap in voting is rapidly closing not just in 

established democracies but in new democracies as well. Based on these findings, the 

overall conclusion that could be made with regards to the Resource Model after 

bivariate analysis is that there is nothing very distinctive about voting at the individual 

level in new democracies outside of East Asia; while the four East Asian cases appear 

unique from a broad geopolitical perspective, the East European and African cases 

approximate more early to the established democracies of Western Europe.  

If we turn to the cultural theory or model, the proposition about the effect of political 

efficacy on voting produced varied findings. The data from the four regions indicate that 

in Western European democracies the relationship between electoral participation and 
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political efficacy is significant. That is citizens who are politically efficacious tend to 

participate at higher rates than those who are less efficacious. For sub-Saharan African 

and Central/Eastern European democracies, the relationship between voting and 

political efficacy is significant; however, our hypothesis is rejected for these two 

regions on ground that citizens who are not politically efficacious tend to vote at higher 

rates than those who are more efficacious.  This pattern was also displayed in East Asia, 

although the relationship between voting and political efficacy was insignificant there. 

Overall, then these findings suggest that new democracies are different to the 

established democracies when it comes to political efficacy. 

By contrast, we find a consistent pattern across all four regions with respect to political 

interest, which supports our proposition that those who are politically interested will 

definitely have a greater propensity to turn out in elections. Moving to the last political 

culture variables, political trust and inter-personal trust, it is important to note that we 

were unable to empirically put this variable to test for the Western European countries 

using the CSES data. Notwithstanding our inability to test this variable, the propositions 

vis-à-vis these two variables were derived from previous work on established 

democracies which has shown that citizens who are more trustful of their political 

system and one another tend to have a higher propensity to vote than those who are less 

trustful.  

Beginning with political trust, our data illustrate that in new democracies, there is a 

positive relationship between political trust and voting. Moving to interpersonal trust, 

the results across three regions are mixed. First, in East Asian countries the relationship 

between vote and social trust is insignificant, but in the expected direction in so far as 

85.4 percent of respondents who are more trustful of others declared having voted 
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compared to 83.8 percent of voter who are less trustful. In African democracies, the 

relationship between vote and inter-personal trust is significant and our hypothesis is 

validated showing that those who are more trustful of others tend to participate more. 

But in the Central/Eastern European democracies, our data shows that our hypothesis is 

rejected as those who are less trustful tend to vote at higher rates when compare to those 

who are more trustful of others. In view of this, we tentatively conclude that each region 

is unique with regards to this variable.  

If we turn to mobilizational theory or model, the most important variable here is party 

identification. In all four regions, we observe a very strong effect of party identification 

on voting, thus validating our expectation that those who are party identifiers tend to 

participate at higher rates than non-party members. Additionally, the positive effect of 

religiosity on electoral participation is supported in our data for all four regions. 

Citizens who are more religious tend to have a higher propensity to be engaged in 

electoral politics than citizens who are less religious. This result therefore portrays that 

newer democracies resemble or are similar to older democracies in these respects. 

A look at the effect of civil society organisations on electoral participation across the 

four geographical regions reveals more diverse finding. In all four regions, our data 

shows that there is statistically significant relationship between civil society 

organisations and voting. However, a closer look at all four cases indicate that in 

Western European democracies, East Asian and African electoral democracies, 

members of trade unions tend to participate at higher rates than non-members. For 

Central/Eastern European democracies, however, this proposition is not supported as 

non-members tend to participate at higher rates than members of trade unions. In the 
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face of this finding we therefore conclude that African and East Asian democracies do 

resemble older democracies, but the post-communist democracies are different.  

Another line of inquiry that we examine is the effect of those who discuss politics on 

electoral participation. Our proposition for this variable is derived from Western 

advanced democracies that those who tend to discuss politics or political activity tend to 

participate in electoral politics more than those who never discuss politics. In new 

democracies, our data support this proposition. The last of the mobilizational variables 

is ethnic identity. The effect of ethnic identity on voting was only put to test in Sub-

Saharan African democracies, as older democracies and Central/Eastern European 

democracies were more homogeneous in nature. Our data for the African cases show 

that there is relationship between ethnic identity and voting, but nevertheless, our 

hypothesis was rejected. The result is surprising, revealing that voting in Africa is not 

based on ethnic considerations since respondents or citizens with national identities 

tended to vote at higher rates than those with simple ethnic identities. 

With respect to rational choice factors, the proposition that we developed was that those 

who are more satisfied with their country’s democratic system will tend to participate at 

higher rates that those who are not. In all four regions, our data support this line of 

reasoning. Moving to the impact of a country’s economic condition on voting, our data 

reveal mixed findings across the four regions. However, while our hypothesis was 

validated for Western, Central/Eastern European and East Asian countries, this was not 

the case for sub-Saharan African countries. In older democracies, post-Communists and 

East Asian countries, citizens who had a more positive evaluation about their country 

economic conditions tend to participate at higher rates than those who lack this positive 

evaluation, but in the African cases, the reverse was true. Similarly, we also found 
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mixed results regarding the impact of personal economic circumstances. Regarding 

African democracies, the results show that there was a significant relationship between 

an individual’s living conditions and voting, but it did not run in the expected direction; 

for Central/Eastern European and East Asian democracies, we found no significant 

relationship between individual evaluation of their economic conditions and voting. 

Overall, therefore, we can reject the proposition that individuals who possess a more 

positive evaluation of their personal living conditions will tend to participate more than 

those who lack this positive evaluation.  

Finally turning to the political and institutional variables, with regards to the four main 

variables that we have proposed as important in determining people propensity to vote, 

we find little consistency, with the exception of the impact of the type of electoral 

system. It is quite clear that the disproportional the results produced by an electoral 

system, the less inclined citizens are to vote, in all four regions. In this respect, the new 

democracies resemble to old democracies. Things are much less clear-cut for the other 

institutional factors, however. Beginning with closeness of elections, with respect to 

older democracies in Western Europe, our data shows a non-significant relationship 

with voting. For the Africa and East Asian countries, our data shows that there is 

statistically significant relationship between voting and closeness of election, but it runs 

in the opposite of the expected direction; citizens showed a higher propensity to vote 

when the elections were not expected to be competitive than when elections were 

expected to be competitive or close. For the Central and Eastern European democracies, 

the results do confirm with the proposition we have develop that people’s propensity to 

vote will be higher when the elections are considered or expected to be competitive. 

Thus, there is no consistency of finding regarding the closeness of electoral contests. 
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Much the same can be said of the effect of political system or regime type on voting 

across older democracies in Western Europe, Africa, Eastern Europe and East Asia. For 

the Western European democracies, our results indicate a non-significant relationship 

between vote and type of political system. For the sub-Saharan Africa and Eastern 

European democracies, our data points to a statistically significant relationship, but our 

hypothesis in the two regions is rejected on ground that individuals living in non-

parliamentary democracies tend to participate at a higher rate than those living in 

parliamentary democracies.  It was only in East Asian democracies where our results 

revealed a significant relationship between vote and the regime type that ran in the 

expected direction, with those living under parliamentary democracies voting at higher 

rate than those in non-parliamentary systems.  

Lastly, we also examine the effect of concurrent elections on electoral participations. 

Although this is a very important institutional variable, in this thesis we were unable to 

empirically put this variable to test across all four regions that is post-Communists 

countries as neither of these region or countries had any sort of concurrent election. This 

therefore means that we were left just with East Asian, Africa and Western European 

cases. Our findings confirm that citizens showed a higher propensity to vote when 

elections were concurrent in East Asia and sub-Saharan Africa, but not in the older 

democracies of Western Europe, where the findings were non-significant relationship 

and also ran in the unexpected direction.    

 

4.7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Using bivariate statistics, we have now tested five different groups of factors that we 

theorize will influence people’s decision to vote at the individual level across four 
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geopolitical regions of the globe. This bivariate analysis suggests quite a lot of 

agreement across the four regions but some inconsistency too. This would seem to 

suggest that the models that have been developed in the first of these types of country 

(older democracies) to explain why people choose to vote are ‘general’ in many 

instances and therefore have wide application in democracies. However, to be more 

certain of this, and to explore the sources of variation more rigorously, we need to 

engage with multivariate analysis, which is the task of the chapters that follow.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

THE IMPACT OF INDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL 

INFLUENCES ON THE LIKELIHOOD OF VOTING 

 

The core objective of this study is to understand people’s decision to turn out and vote 

in elections at the individual level. In this regard, in our review of the relevant and 

influential literature within the field of electoral behaviour and participation, I proposed 

a number of individual and country level factors that might explain who votes and why 

in emerging democracies. In chapter four, through a collection of bivariate statistics 

across the four broad geographical regions (Western Europe, sub-Saharan Africa, Post-

Communist Eastern Europe and East Asia), we saw that certain individual and 

institutional factors tend to influence citizens’ decision to vote in older as well as new 

democracies, and that while some of these effects appear to be common to all four 

regions, others are more inconsistent. What is more, it is likely that some of these 

individual and institutional variables that we have spelled out as important in shaping 

people’s decision about whether or not to vote, are somehow correlated with each 

other
14

. For example, it is well known that individuals with higher socio-economic 

status are also more likely to have a higher education than those with a lower socio-

                                                           
14

 However, test for multicollinearity were done based on the work of Hamilton (2002). We look at the 

variance inflation factor (VIF) scores test for multicollinearity in our models or the value of the VIF score 

for a single independent variable that indicates multicollinearity. According these criteria, if a single VIF 

score is greater than 10 or if the mean VIF score is greater than 1, multicollinearity is likely to be present 

and affecting the regression results. 
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economic status, which will therefore make them much more likely to vote than those 

with lower socio-economic status. It is therefore possible that the variables derived from 

the different theoretical perspectives may overlap with each other. Our desire to 

eliminate the overlap and complex interrelatedness of these independent variables 

requires a combination of multivariate and multilevel techniques
15

 so as to enable us to 

produce estimates that are statistically sound in predicting people’s decision to vote in 

new democracies. This chapter therefore constitutes a shift from bivariate statistics to 

multivariate analysis. However, in this chapter our interest will be in the multivariate 

analysis of who votes in the older democracies of Western Europe, while the analysis of 

what influences people’s decision to turnout in new democracies will be dealt with in 

chapter six, seven and eight respectively. This chapter sets a benchmark against which 

to gauge behaviour in the newer democracies. 

In shifting our focus to multivariate analysis, the central purpose of explaining why 

people vote in new democracies remains the same. The foremost advantage of using a 

multivariate technique, most especially binary logistic regression, to explain people's 

propensity to vote can be explained as follows. First, as a statistical model, Healey 

(2010, p. 406) argues that there are two important reasons for utilising multivariate 

techniques: the need to simply gather additional information about a specified bivariate 

relationship by observing how the relationship between the dependent variable and an 

                                                           
15 However, given that an important problem in multilevel modelling is what constitute a sufficient 

sample size for accurate estimation, with studies showing that a small sample size (i.e. sample size 20 or 

less) at level two leads to biased estimate of the second-level standard errors.  we are therefore unable to 

fully exploit multilevel modelling because of the small amount of cases in our data (for an overview see:  

Maas & Hox, JJ, 2005; Afshartous, D., 1995)  
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independent variable is affected by the presence of a third, fourth or fifth variable. 

Second, the issue of establishing causation is deemed another reason that could justify 

the use of multivariate analysis. As Healey explains, multivariate statistical techniques 

cannot prove that causal connections exist between variables; however, they can provide 

useful evidence in support of a causal argument, which is considered an essential tool 

for testing and revising theory by controlling for multiple potential sources of causation.  

Acton et al. (2009, p. 257) advances similar reasons for using logistic regression. First, 

they maintain that an analyst can employ logit regression simply because the goal may 

be to discover which of a list of independent variables continues to exert a significant 

causal effect upon the dependent variable once all of the potential candidate variables 

are included in the same model. Second, the use of logit regression is also motivated by 

the need to gauge the strength and direction of any interaction between the independent 

variables in their effect on the outcome.  

This chapter therefore builds on Chapter Four. Because our dependent variable, voting, 

has only two values (‘yes, I voted’ and ‘no, I did not vote’), we cannot conduct OLS 

regression; an appropriate form of analysis is binary logistic regression, commonly 

known as logit analysis, which will allow us to estimate the minimal effect of each 

variable on the dichotomous dependent variable, while controlling or holding the other 

independent variables constant. In summary, the use of the multivariate technique of 

logistic regression is preferable because of the nature of our dependent variable. This 

chapter will therefore proceed as follows: Using multivariate analysis, we address the 

central research question – why do people vote in new democracies? First, I test the 

explanatory strength of both the individual and contextual variables for older 

established democracies in Western Europe by considering all of the plausible 
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explanatory variables from our five main theoretical perspectives simultaneously. We 

then proceed to specify as near as possible the same model for new democracies, before 

rounding up the interpretation across all four regions and drawing inferences about what 

the results have to say with regards to people’s voting behaviour.  

 

5.1 ESTIMATING THE INFLUENCE OF INDIVIDUAL AND INSTITUTIONAL 

VARIABLES ON THE LIKELIHOOD OF VOTING ACROSS THE FOUR 

REGIONS 

In this section, our main objective is to sort out which of the independent variables 

under the various theoretical perspectives will continue to exert a significant causal 

effect upon our dependent variable (voting) once all of the potential variables are 

included step by step in the same model. With this ambition in mind, we therefore 

proceed as follows: First, I will begin with a simple basic logistic model (Model I) that 

comprises only the effect of the socio-demographic variables on electoral participation 

across the four regions. Second, I will provide an expanded logit model that 

incorporates the effect of the other potential variables from the different theoretical 

models, building step by step (Model II - Model V etc.). We therefore proceed in a 

similar manner as in Chapter Four by first examining the older democracies since they 

serve as a baseline model against which to compare people’s decision to vote in new 

democracies; this approach enables us to establish whether the models that have been 

developed in older democracies to explain why people choose to vote are general and 

can be applied more widely to other democracies.  
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5.2 WHO VOTES IN EUROPE? A MULTIVARIATE EXPLANATION OF 

ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION IN 10 ESTABLISHED DEMOCRACIES IN 

WESTERN EUROPE 

Some of the oldest electoral research took place in the democracies of Western Europe, 

after that which was undertaken in Michigan, US, where pioneering studies began in 

1952. National election studies were introduced across a handful of these countries, 

beginning with Scandinavian countries: The Swedish national election studies were 

initiated in 1956, followed by Norway in 1957 and then other studies such as those in 

Britain, Germany and Netherlands (Curtice, 2002; Thomassen, 1994). Given that 

national election studies have now been conducted in these countries and other Western 

European countries for more than fifty years, it is normal that these countries have been 

inclined to spearhead research in this area and of course the implication of this is that 

most of the approaches or theories that have been postulated to explain why people 

decide whether or not to vote have been influenced mostly by the experience of 

European voters.  

As previously set out in this thesis, we have outlined five theoretical frameworks that 

have been proposed to explain citizen’s decision to turn out in elections. These 

conceptual frameworks suggests that electoral participation is a function of the 

following: personal resources, mobilisation, political culture, rational choice and 

institutional factors. How well does each of these explain the voting decision in Western 

Europe in the context of multivariate analysis?  

 

 



206 

 

 

 

5.3 DATA AND OPERATIONALISATION  

To assess the influence of individual and contextual variables on people’s decision to 

vote in older democracies of Western Europe, we have selected fifteen national 

elections conducted in 10 Western European countries. As explained earlier, the main 

dataset used in this thesis for the Western European countries is the CSES module 3. 

The pooled dataset for these European cases contains data for 24,773 respondents who 

were interviewed after national elections held between 2006 and 2011 in ten countries. 

The model that we present here to explain people’s propensity to vote includes a total of 

15 explanatory variables, of which 11 are individual level variables: age, education, 

socio-economic status, gender, political efficacy, political interest, civil society 

organisation, religiosity, party identification, satisfaction with democracy, country 

economic condition. Four contextual variables are also included in our model 

construction, which include: political system, disproportionality of the electoral system, 

closeness of election and concurrent elections.  

The individual explanatory variables have been operationalised as follows: Education is 

coded into three categories: primary, secondary and higher education, with primary 

education as our reference category. Respondent’s level of education is captured by the 

following question in the survey: what is your highest education level? Responses can 

be none, incomplete primary, primary completed, incomplete secondary, secondary 

completed, post-secondary (trade and vocational school), university undergraduate 

degree incomplete, university undergraduate degree completed and others. We collapse 

these responses into three categories where no educational level, incomplete primary, 

primary completed and incomplete secondary are coded as 0 (primary education); 

secondary completed, post-secondary, university undergraduate degree incomplete are 

coded as 1 (secondary education); university undergraduate degree completed are coded 
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as 2 (higher education), and others have been coded as missing. Gender is coded as a 

dummy variable - men and women, where men are coded as 1 and women 0, with 

women being our reference category. Age is coded into three categories: Young people, 

middle-aged adults and elderly people, where young people are coded as 0 and consist 

of respondents between the ages of 18 - 29, middle-aged adults are coded as 1 and are 

made up of respondents between the ages of 30 – 64 and finally elderly people are 

coded as 2 and consist of people of 65 and above, with young people being the 

reference category. Finally, the last resource variable to be included in our model is 

socio-economic status. In the CSES survey data, this question is captured through a 

question that looks at the respondent’s monthly household income. Socio-economic 

status was therefore indicated by the relative levels of household income measured in 

quintiles (from lowest quintile to top quintile) with the lowest income quintile as our 

reference category. 

Turning to the cultural variables, political interest and political efficacy are included. 

Political interest is coded into a dummy variable; not interested in politics (0) and 

interested in politics (1), with not interested in politics being our reference category. 

This variable is measured base on the following questions: Some people say that it does 

not make a difference who is in power, other say that it makes a big difference who is in 

power. Those who confirm that it does not make a difference who is in power are 

treated as not interested in politics (and coded as 0), while respondents who respond that 

it does matter who is in power are treated as being interested in politics (and coded as 

1). Political efficacy is also coded into a dummy variable with two categories: 

efficacious and not efficacious (the latter being our reference category). Efficacy is 

measured on the basis of a question on CSES data that asks: some people say that no 

matter who people vote for it won’t make a difference to what happens. Others say that 
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who people vote for can make a difference to what happens. Respondents who answer 

that it won’t make a difference are treated as having no efficacy and coded as 0, while 

those who responded that it would are treated as having a sense of efficacy and coded as 

1.  

For the mobilisation variables, party identification is coded as a dummy variable based 

on the replies to the survey item: Are you close to any political party? A yes response 

was coded as 1 and a no response coded as 0, while refused and don’t know responses 

were all coded as missing; having no party ties is considered as the reference category. 

Civil society organisation is captured by a survey question which ask respondents about 

union membership and coded as a dummy, where being a member of a union is 1 and 

not a member is coded as 0 (reference category). The last of the mobilisation variables 

that we include is religiosity. CSES module 3 asks respondents about their level of 

religiosity, with four response options ranging from: Have no religious beliefs, not very 

religious, somewhat religious, and very religious. The responses somewhat religious 

and very religious are recoded as being religious and coded as 1, while the responses 

have no religious beliefs and not very religious are treated as not religious (reference 

category) and coded as 0.  

Finally, the last group of the individual level variables is taken from the rational choice 

perspective. Beginning with satisfaction with democracy a dummy variable is created: 

satisfied and not satisfied. CSES captures this with a survey question which asks 

respondents the following: Overall, how satisfied are you with the way democracy 

works in your country? The four response options ranges from: Not at all satisfied, not 

very satisfied, fairly satisfied and very satisfied. We collapse these responses into two 

categories: Satisfied and not satisfied. The responses not at all satisfied and not very 
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satisfied are treated as not satisfied (reference category) and coded as 0, while the 

responses fairly satisfied and very satisfied are treated as being satisfied and coded as 1.  

Moving to country economic condition, CSES data asks respondents about general 

government performance, with respondents having the option of choosing between four 

different responses: Very good job, good job, bad job, very bad job. We collapse these 

responses into two categories: satisfied and not satisfied. Satisfied meaning respondents 

are generally positive with the country’s overall economic performance and not satisfied 

meaning respondents are not happy or are disappointed with their country’s economic 

performance. The responses very good job and good job are recoded as being satisfied 

and coded as 1, while the responses bad job and very bad job are recoded as not 

satisfied and coded as 0.  

Having concluded with the ways in which the individual level variables have been 

measured and operationalised, we now turn our focus to the operationalisation of the 

contextual variables. Beginning with disproportionality of the electoral system, we rely 

on the Gallagher index (otherwise known as the least squares index). with a lower value 

indicating less disproportionality and a higher value suggesting that the electoral system 

is more disproportional (Gallagher and Mitchell, 2005). Turning to closeness of 

election, since most of the Western European countries are parliamentary democracies, 

a dummy variable is created (1 equals a close race and 0 equals not a close election) 

which is measured as the difference in seat shares between the top two parties winning 

seats. I take a 5 percent difference in seat shares as the threshold between the top two 

parties: less than this is deemed to be a close election and more than this is not close, 

with not a close election as the reference category. Concurrent elections is also 

included; a code of 1 is attributed if the elections are concurrent (i.e. national and local 
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elections) and 0 if the elections are not concurrent, with non-concurrent elections being 

our reference category.  

Lastly, political system or regime type is also included in our analysis. This variable 

proves the most difficult to capture with respect to Western European democracies 

given that most of the countries are largely parliamentary democracies. Regardless of 

this, I rely on a variable in the CSES survey with 1 coded as parliamentary democracy, 

2 coded as mixed/semi-presidential democracy, 3 coded as presidential democracy and 

9 coded as missing values. Based on the work of Cheibub (2007), CSES survey 

assigned a country as a parliamentary system if there is no independently (indirectly or 

directly) elected president or if there is an independently (indirectly or directly) elected 

president but the government is not responsible to the president. Similarly, a system is 

considered mixed or semi-democracy if there is an independently (indirectly or directly) 

elected president and government is responsible to the president. Finally, a system is 

judged presidential if government is not responsible to the elected legislature (see CSES 

Module 3 Codebooks). Relying on this decision rule applied in the classification of the 

regime type across countries, I modified the CSES data since there were no purely 

presidential cases in our selection of countries. Thus, the following countries were 

coded as parliamentary democracies (Ireland, Sweden, Netherlands, Denmark, Norway, 

Spain and Germany), while Austria, Finland and Iceland were coded as mixed or semi-

presidential system. Based on this, I therefore introduce a dummy variable coding 1 as 

parliamentary system or and 0 for non-parliamentary systems. For these Western 

European countries, we coded 1 as parliamentary democracy, while mixed or semi-

presidential systems was collapse and coded as 0 and being our reference category. 

Having established how our variables of interest are measured and operationalised, it is 
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now time to move to the empirical analysis and examine how these individual and 

institutional or contextual variables shape people’s decision to turnout.  

 

5.4 WHO VOTES? PREDICTING INDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL 

DETERMINANTS OF ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION 

To begin the empirical analyses of who votes in older democracies of Western Europe, I 

begin by first breaking down a citizen’s propensity to turn out in elections along the 

lines of the each of the key theoretical perspectives, before pulling all the variables from 

each of these five theoretical perspectives together into an expanded logit model that 

incorporates the impact of both individual and contextual variables. 

 

5.4.1 The Effect of Resource on Electoral Participation 

To ascertain the relationship between the resource variables (i.e., socio-demographic 

characteristics) and voting, I begin with a very basic logit model in which all of the 

resource variables are added simultaneously. This is interesting because it will enable us 

to re-establish which of the variables will continue to exert a positive and significant 

relationship with voting, while controlling for all of the others. The result of this simple 

logistic model that takes into account only the effect of the socio-demographic 

influences on voting is presented in Table 5.1.  
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Table 5.1: Resource Model of Electoral Participation: Age, Education, Socio-

Economic Status and Gender     

MODEL/VARIABLES B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant -.559 .0005 .572 

Resource Variables  

Age (reference: young people)  

Middle – aged people 1.909 .0005   6.748 

Elderly people  2.607 .0005 13.556 

Education (reference: primary education)  

Secondary education    .580 .0005  1.786 

Higher education  1.657 .0005  5.245 

Socio-economic status (reference: lowest income quartile) 
2

nd 
Income quartile .286 .0005 1.331 

3
rd

 Income quartile .367 .0005 1.444 
4

th
 Income quartile .476 .0005 1.610 

Top income quartile .416 .0005 1.516 

Gender (reference: women)  -.021 .674 .979 

Note: Cell entries are logistic regression coefficients (logit) and odds ratios, Nagelkerke R squared = 

.226, Model chi-square = 58.829, Model sig. = .0005. 

Looking at the result of this simple multivariate model on the effect of socio-

demographic variables on voting, the following observations can be made: There is a 

highly significant overall effect of age, education and socio-economic status on voting 

in the older democracies of Western Europe. Thus, compared to young people, the 

middle-aged adults and elderly people are significantly more likely to vote. The (ExpB) 

odds ratios indicate that middle-aged adults and older people are 6 and 13 times more 

likely to vote than younger people. Similarly, those with only secondary and higher 

education are significantly more likely to vote than those with primary education, with 

the odds ratio indicating that those with only secondary education are almost twice, and 

those with higher education are five times more likely to vote than those with only 

primary education.  

Turning to socio-economic status, all the household income categories suggest a 

significant relationship with vote choice in the established democracies of Western 

Europe. The logistic regression coefficients for all the income categories are positive 
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indicating that compared to those with the lowest household income, respondents with a 

higher household incomes are significantly more likely to vote. In fact, the odd ratios 

reveal that those with the top income quintiles are 51 percent more likely to vote than 

those with the lowest income quintiles. Finally, turning to gender, there is no 

statistically significant relationship with electoral participation; moreover, the 

coefficient is negative, suggesting that compared to women, men are less likely to vote, 

contrary to our expectation.  

5.4.2 The Effect of Culture on Electoral Participation 

I now turn from the resource variables to examine the effect of the cultural variables in 

explaining the likelihood of citizens turning out for an election in established 

democracies. As we have seen, scholars have focused on cultural variables such as 

political and social trust, political efficacy and political interest. For these Western 

European countries, using the CSES data, we are only able to measure the effect of two 

of the cultural variables on voting, political efficacy and political interest. We therefore 

proceed by running another simple model where these cultural variables are entered 

simultaneously to evaluate their effect on people’s decision of whether or not to vote.  

Table 5.2: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Political Efficacy and 

Political Interest    

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .089, Model chi-square = 

.259, Model sig. = .611 

The results of this simple logistic regression model suggest that there is highly 

significant overall effect of political efficacy and political interest on people’s 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .423 .000 1.526 

Political Culture Variables   

Political Efficacy  1.364 .0005 3.913 

Political Interest  .428 .006 1.534 
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propensity to turn out in Western Europe. That is, individuals who are politically 

efficacious and politically interested are statistically significantly more likely to 

participate than those who are neither efficacious nor interested in politics. The logistic 

regression coefficients are also positive, indicating that an increase in political efficacy 

and interest is associated with increased odds on voting in elections. Looking at the odd 

ratios for efficacy and political interest we see that citizens who are politically 

efficacious are 3.9 times more likely to participate in election than those with no 

efficacy. Whereas, people who declared themselves to be interested in politics are 1.5 

times (or 53 percent) more likely to vote than those who are not interested in politics or 

public affairs.  

 

5.4.3 The Effect of Mobilisation on Voting  

The mobilisation of voters is a well-known and dominant perspective in the literature on 

electoral participation. Here, the roles played by parties, politicians, social networks and 

interest groups have been pinpointed as indispensable in getting people to the polls. 

Since most politicians and parties have the objective of capturing and maintaining 

political power, they work to mobilise voters in the hope of gaining politically from 

such acts. To be more certain which of these mobilisation variables can predict people’s 

voting decision, I proceed in similar manner by first specifying an elementary 

multivariate model that looks at the effect of the mobilisational variables on electoral 

participation. The results are presented in Table 5.3.  
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Table 5.3: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Associational Networks, 

Religiosity and Party Identification  
 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .079, Model chi-square = 

8.957, Model sig. = .176 

 

Looking at the results for all the mobilisation variables there is a highly significant 

overall effect (p<.000). The logit coefficients of the three variables (civil society 

organisation, religiosity and party identification) are all positive, indicating that increase 

in any of these variables is associated with increase in the likelihood to turn out in 

elections. The Exp(B) column (odds ratio) tells us that citizens who are party identifiers 

are 2.8 times (185%) more likely to vote than those who are not party identifiers. 

Citizens who declared themselves as religious are 65 percent more likely to vote than 

those who are not religious and finally citizens who are members of trade unions are 54 

percent much more likely to vote than non-union members.  

5.4.4 The Impact of Rational Choice Perspective on Electoral Participation 

Rational choice arguments propose that people’s motivation to vote is influenced by 

their material self-interest. This, therefore, means that without any kind of incentive or 

benefits, people will never consider going to the polls. In concrete terms, we 

operationalise this via two variables from the CSES data, satisfaction with democracy 

and the country’s economic condition. In Table 5.4, I therefore present a multivariate 

model that focuses only on the effect of the rational choice variables on voting.  

MODEL/VARIABLES  B S.E. Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .974 .037 .000 2.648 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil society organisations  .433 .056 .0005 1.543 

Religiosity  .501 .051 .0005 1.650 

Party Identification  .974 .037 .0005 2.851 
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Table 5.4: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Satisfaction with 

Democracy and Country’s Economic Condition 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .011, Model chi-square = 

.525, Model sig. = .769 

This basic model shows that there is a significant overall effect of satisfaction with 

democracy and the country’s economic condition in influencing the decision of people 

whether or not to vote. The logistic regression coefficients for both variables are 

positive, indicating people’s propensity to vote tends to increase as satisfaction with 

each of these variables increases. Looking at the odd ratios, we infer that citizens who 

are satisfied with their country democracy are 51 percent more likely to vote in elections 

compared to citizens who declared themselves not to be satisfied with their country’s 

democracy. Also, citizens who have a positive evaluation of their country economy are 

13 percent more likely to vote than those who do not have a positive evaluation of their 

country economic condition.   

5.4.5 The Effect of Political and Institutional Factors on Electoral Participation 

Apart from the individual factors that we have discussed above as being instrumental in 

influencing people’s decisions about whether or not to vote, citizens’ voting decisions 

are also determined by factors connected with the institutional context. As we have 

seen, it is therefore important to introduce these contextual variables even in studies that 

seek to explain people’s propensity to vote at the individual level. As explained 

previously, in this study, we are able empirically to bring four such variables into our 

analysis: disproportionality, closeness of election, concurrent elections and the type of 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.456 .000 4.289 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with democracy  .415 .0005 1.514 

Country’s economic condition  .123 .006 1.131 
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political system. A straightforward multivariate regression of the effect of these 

variables on voting in Western European democracies is presented in Table 5.5.  

Table 5.5: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Electoral System, 

Closeness of Election, Concurrent Elections and Political System 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .003, Model chi-square = 

183.034, Model sig. = .000 

Table 5.5 reveals that there is a significant overall effect of disproportionality of the 

electoral system. This effect runs in the expected direction. The logistic regression 

coefficient for disproportionality is negative, meaning that that the more disproportional 

elections outcomes are, the less inclined voters are to turn out. Turning to closeness of 

election we find that there is a non-statistically significant relationship (i.e. following 

the conventional level p<0.05 level) and the coefficient is negative thus indicating that 

compared to citizens living in a political system where elections are not competitive, 

those living in system where the election are considered close are significantly less 

likely to vote. Finally, looking at concurrent elections and the type of political regime, 

our results shows insignificant and negative relationships with voting. Compared to 

countries with non-concurrent elections, citizens living in countries which hold 

concurrent elections are significantly less likely to vote. The same can be said of the 

regime type, with citizens living under parliamentary democracies less likely to vote 

than those living under mixed or semi-presidential democracies.  

 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  2.104 .0005 8.195 

Disproportionality -.101 .0005 .940 

Closeness of election  -.070 .010 .932 

Concurrent elections  -.015 .840 .985 

Political system  -.066 .162 .936 
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5.5 MAIN REGRESSION RESULTS  

We have so far examined the question of who votes in Western Europe by conducting a 

series of basic multivariate regressions that look at the effects of each of the theoretical 

models on voting separately. However, it interesting and important to see how the 

explanatory variables that are taken from these different theoretical perspectives fare in 

a model where all the variables are entered step by step, while controlling for all other 

variables. The main results of this extended logistic regression are presented in Table 

5.6, that contain five main models. The logic of entering the terms in the order we do 

here is influenced by the works of Campbell, Converse and Stokes (1960), Van Deth 

(1989), Van Egmond, De Graafi and Van Der Eijk (1998) and Van Egmond (2003) who 

all propose that the effects of socio-demographic variables such as education, income or 

class are often mediated in explanatory models of voting through psycho-political 

variables such as political interest and political efficacy. To examine this, the first 

model (Model I) of this multivariate logistic regression simply repeats the resource or 

socio-demographic variables. In the second model (Model II), mobilisation variables are 

introduced. In the third model, political culture variables are added into a model that 

already contains both the resource and mobilisation variables. In the fourth model, the 

rational choice variables are added. In the final model, the contextual or country levels 

variables are added into a model that already consists of all the individual explanatory 

variables. In doing this our goal is to see how the various individual explanatory 

variables will turn out in a model that now consist of both individual and contextual 

characteristics. 
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Table 5.6: Logistic Regression of Electoral Participation – Western European Democracies 

VARIABLES  Model I  

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 

 

B             Sig            ExpB  B              Sig        ExpB B             Sig      ExpB B              Sig     ExpB B          Sig       ExpB 

 

Constant  -.568       .001           .567 -1.543     .0005      .214 -2.637    .0005      .071 -2.779    .0005      .062 -3.080   .0005     .046     

RESOURCE VARIABLES 

Age (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults 1.803     .0005          6.066 2.046    .0005        7.741 2.210     .0005     9.117 2.262    .0005     6.947 2.306   .0005  10.034    

Elderly 2.470     .0005        11.827 2.542    .0005      12.711 2.745     .0005   15.565 2.750    .0005   15.647 2.820   .0005  16.778 

Education (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  .514       .0005          1.672 .487      .0005        1.628 .236          .11      1.266    .159         .29      1.173 .228        .16     1.256 

Higher education  1.867     .0005          6.471 1.750    .0005        5.754 1.470    .0005      4.350 1.403    .0005     4.068 1.486   .0005    4.420 

Socio-Economic Status (reference: Lowest income quintiles)  

2
nd

 income quintile  .771       .0005          2.161 .641        .001        1.897 .629        .002      1.875 .623        .002     1.865 .646      .001     1.908 

3
rd

 income quintile  .508         .005          1.662 .329          .09        1.389 .280          .16      1.323 .238          .23     1.268 .236        .24     1.267 

4
th

 income quintile  .487         .007          1.628 .238          .23        1.268 .225          .26      1.252 .172          .39     1.188 .174        .39     1.190 

Highest income .810       .0005          2.248 .560        .008        1.751 .481          .03      1.618 .407        .060     1.503 .375        .09     1.454 

Gender (1 = male) -.063        .612           .979 -.116        .37          .890 -.043         .75        .958 -.045         .74       .956 -.056       .78       .945 
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Variables  Model I Model II Model III Model IV Model V 

B   Sig      ExpB  B             Sig        ExpB B            Sig    ExpB B            Sig      ExpB B            Sig      ExpB 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil Society Organisations (reference: non-union members) .622        .0005      1.863 .667     .0005    1.949 .711     .0005       2.036 .664      .0005     1.943 

Party Identification 

(reference: no party ID) 

 1.571      .0005      4.812 1.265   .0005    3.542 1.261   .0005       3.528 1.276    .0005     3.582 

Religiosity (reference: not 

religious) 

.286          .031      1.331 .174         .20    1.191 .219         .31       1.150 .149          .31     1.160 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political Efficacy 

(reference: no efficacy) 

  1.483   .0005    4.408     1.322   .0005       3.752 1.318      .02       3.737 

Political Interest 

(reference: not interested)  

.072         .78    1.075 .045         .86       1.046 .083        .75       1.086 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES 

Satisfaction with democracy (reference: not satisfied)   .409       .002       1.631 .537      .001       1.710 

Country economic condition .115         .45       1.122 .115        .45       1.122 

CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES 

Disproportionality      .115      .112       1.167 

Closeness of election -.536     .002        .585 

Concurrent elections -562        .12        .570 

Political system .258        .20        .965 

Chi-Square 

Improvement  

(df) 

341.2 (9) 175.9 (3) 81.04 (2) 14.24 (2) 10.20 (4) 
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5.6 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The multivariate logistic regression presented in Table 5.6 provides us with the real test 

of why and who votes in Western Europe. I begin with the simple resource model 

(Model I), which takes into consideration the effects of age, education
16

, gender and 

socio-economic status (i.e. household income) on voting. This demographic model is of 

course effectively the same as the one previously described in Table 5.1. To reiterate, 

the findings suggest that age, education and income are all important variables in 

predicting people propensity to vote in older democracies of Western Europe.  

In the next model (Model II), we proceed by adding mobilisation variables into the 

model that already consists of socio-demographic resources variables. When these 

mobilisation variables are entered, we observe that age, education and income are still 

statistically significant, which implies that their effects on people’s decision of whether 

to vote or not is unaffected by the mobilisational variables that we introduce into the 

model. The parameter estimates for these three variables reveal that older people are 

significantly more likely to vote than younger people, and those with higher level of 

education and higher household income are also more likely to participate compared to 

those with a lower level of education and lower household income. Finally, gender 

maintains a non-significant relationship with the decision to vote (i.e. implying that men 

are less likely to vote than women).  

                                                           
16

 We conducted a multicollinearity test between education and socio-economic status (income) to 

ascertain that both independent variable did not overlap, when this was done, our VIF was lesser than 10, 

thus suggesting that multicollinearity was unlikely to affect the regression results.  
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With respect to the three mobilisational variables that are added, civil society 

organisation, party identification and religiosity, are all statistically significant and in 

the direction, previously hypothesised. The odd ratios indicate that voters who are 

members of civil society organisations are 86 percent more likely to vote than those 

who are not. Party identifiers are 4 times more likely to participate than non-party 

identifiers. Finally, those who are religious are 33 percent more likely to vote than those 

who consider themselves not to be religious.   

In our next model (Model III), the cultural variables that we previously outlined as 

influential in predicting people’s propensity to turn out in elections are added. This 

model shows that part of the socio-demographic and the mobilisational variables are 

mediated through the cultural variables, as revealed by the decrease in some of the 

effects of the socio-demographics and mobilisational characteristics. For example, 

looking at education (Model I-II), the education dummies remained significant, but the 

introduction of cultural variables in Model III rendered one of the categories (secondary 

education) statistically non-significant. That means that the cultural variables accounted 

for some of the effects of education on voter participation.  

All in all, with each variable controlling for the effect of the others, we observe that the 

effects of age are still statistically significant and unchanged. With regards to education, 

only one of the categories (higher education) is now significant, while secondary 

education is no longer statistically significant. This therefore suggests that for the level 

of education, only higher education seems to matter. Similarly, two of the household 

income categories (i.e., 3
rd

 and 4
th

 income quintiles) are insignificant while the 2
nd

 

income quintile and the highest income quintile retain their significant and positive 

effects on voting. Overall, the results still confirm those with a higher level of income 
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are still significantly more likely to engaged in electoral politics. Meanwhile gender is 

still insignificant.  

Turning to the mobilisation variables, just civil society organisation membership and 

party identification are statistically significant and are in the direction previously 

hypothesised, while the effect of religiosity on voting is now non-significant. 

Concerning the cultural variables that are entered in model III, only political efficacy is 

statistically significant and surprisingly political interest is non-significant. In particular, 

those who declared themselves to be politically efficacious are almost 4 times more 

likely to vote than those who lack any form of efficacy. To sum up, the findings from 

this logistic regression model suggest that when all the variables from the three 

theoretical models are entered simultaneously, with each variable controlling for all 

others, age, education, income, political efficacy, party identification and associational 

networks tend to increase the propensity of citizens to participate in electoral politics.  

In model IV, we include the rational choice variables which we have spelled out as 

important in explaining people’s decision of whether to vote or not to vote. This logistic 

regression analysis now consists of eleven individual level variables derived from four 

different theoretical perspectives. With each variable controlling for the other, the 

effects of gender, political interest and religiosity are all shown not to be significant. 

While age, education, civil society organisations, party identification and efficacy are all 

significant at p<0.0005. Income and satisfaction with democracy are significant at 

p<.002 respectively. Of the rational choice variables that are added, only satisfaction 

with democracy has a positive effect on voting with the odds ratio showing that those 

who are more satisfied with their country’s democracy are 63 percent more likely to 
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vote those who are not satisfied. The last of the rational choice variables, country’s 

economic condition, points to a non-significant association with voting. 

In the final model (Model V) we add the contextual variables. However, it is surprising 

to find that most of the contextual variables prove to have no statistically significant 

relationships with citizen’s propensity to vote. The one factor that does have a 

significant bearing on the voting decision is the closeness of election, albeit in a 

negative direction and opposite to what we expected. Compared to elections that are 

considered less competitive, citizens are less likely to vote in countries where the 

elections are considered close. Although the usual theoretical expectation in the 

literature is that people tend to vote when elections are close than when it is not, this 

result is consistent with some other recent studies that fail to find any such link between 

closeness and vote choice at the individual level. For example, in their meta-analysis of 

individual level research on voter turnout (Smets and Ham, 2013) find that only 35 

percent of studies relying on national-level measures of closeness find a relationship 

between closeness and vote choice, while none of the studies using district-level 

measures of closeness found any link.  

Turning to disproportionality of the electoral system and regime type, the parameters for 

both variables reveal an insignificant relationship with the decision of whether or not to 

vote, although indicating a positive direction. This positive relationship suggests that, 

compared to citizens living under semi-presidentialism, those living in parliamentary 

democracies are more likely to vote. Also, citizens living in countries where the 

disproportionality of the electoral system is lower are significantly more likely to vote. 

Finally, with respect to concurrent elections, the result indicates an insignificant and 

negative relationship with voting, thus revealing citizens are less likely to vote when 
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elections are concurrent. We should note that this result is somewhat inconclusive given 

how few cases there have been of elections held concurrently (i.e. only Sweden having 

some kind of concurrent election in this dataset).   

 

5.7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  

It was the aim of this chapter to test empirically the individual and contextual variables 

that we have previously spelled out in our theoretical chapter as important in 

influencing people’s decisions of whether or not to vote. At the individual level, most of 

the explanatory variables proved significant in the expected direction in terms of our 

hypotheses. The most important findings are the importance of age, education, income, 

political efficacy, civil society organisation, party identification and satisfaction with 

democracy. Overall, these largely confirm earlier studies on electoral participation in 

Western Europe, although with respect to gender, an important demographic variable, 

our data did not find any significant association with voting. Turning our attention to the 

contextual variables, I have largely been unable to find that institutional factors make 

much difference to people’s decision to vote in elections. The only exception is that 

they are slightly less likely to vote in countries where the election is close.  While this 

seems counter-intuitive, empirically it is in fact not such a rare finding (Blais 2006, p. 

116). 
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CHAPTER SIX 

AN EXPLANATION OF ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION IN NEW 

DEMOCRACIES 

In their ground-breaking book, The American Voter Campbell, Converse, Miller and 

Stokes (1960, p. 3) argue that in the contemporary world the act of voting is comparable 

to the market as a means of reaching collective decisions from individual choices. They 

contend that voting provides the modern state with a way of connecting the actions of 

government with the preferences of the citizenry. It is therefore natural to ask the 

question why and how people vote, a prominent concern not just for political scientists 

but for sociologists and psychologists as well. It is equally natural that this initially 

attracted the interest of scholars in the older democracies of Western Europe and 

America, with the same question yet to receive as much attention in newly emerging 

democracies. 

Nonetheless, with the transition of democracy to other parts of the world or regions 

(including East Asia, Africa and the East European post-communist states) in the mid-

1980s and early 1990s, this gave citizens in these areas for the first time a meaningful 

opportunity to vote for their preferred leaders. With over twenty years of democratic 

experience and electoral participation in these regions, institutional and behavioural 

patterns should be consolidating, so it is the right time to research the voting decisions 

in these regions, in order to see which factors are associated with electoral participation. 

This chapter therefore builds on Chapter 5, which focused on the empirical analysis of 

who votes in older democracies of Western Europe. Using a similar multivariate 

approach, I now start to address directly the central research question – why do people 
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vote in new democracies? First, we test the explanatory strength of the individual and 

contextual variables for new democracies of Central and Eastern Europe, before moving 

on to run the same models for the new democracies of sub-Saharan Africa and East 

Asia; we will conclude by rounding up and interpreting the findings across all regions. 

Thus, as in Chapter 5, I will begin with a simple basic logistic model (Model I) that 

comprises only the effects of the socio demographic variables on electoral participation 

across the three regions. I will then run an expanded logit model that incorporates the 

effects of the other potential variables from the different theoretical models, building 

step by step (Model II - Model V) across these three geo-political regions. 

 

6.1 WHO VOTES IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE? A 

MULTIVARIATE EXPLANATION OF ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION IN 10 

COUNTRIES 

Recent scholarship has described the democratisation process in Central and Eastern 

Europe as one of the greatest success stories in the Third Wave of democratisation, 

given that many of the countries have succeeded in establishing stable and durable 

democratic institutions and well-functioning market economies (Cek, 2012, p. 1611). 

However, the attention of scholars has already been drawn to the decline of voter 

turnout in post-communist countries. From initial rates of 80 percent during the first 

wave of open and competitive elections, average turnout rates were reduced to 50 - 66 

percent in some of these countries (Karp and Milazzo, 2015; Kostadinova, 2003; Pacek, 

Pop-Eleches and Tucker, 2009). To provide an answer to the variations in voter turnout 

across countries in post-communist countries, existing studies have relied heavily on 

aggregate data. Nevertheless, as Karp and Milazzo (2015, p. 97) argue, the dependence 

on aggregate data makes it extremely challenging to establish what has led individuals 
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in post-communist countries to abstain from the political process. This therefore makes 

the question of why people vote in new democracies of post-communists states an 

interesting and relevant puzzle which requires individual-level analysis. I am able to 

provide such analysis here, drawing on Eurobarometer data, which includes variables 

pertaining to a number of national elections (i.e., parliamentary elections) held in 10 of 

these countries during the period of 1990 – 2002. 

 

6.2 DATA AND OPERATIONALISATION 

In an attempt to supply an explanation of what influences people’s propensity to turn 

out in elections, our dataset for these post-communist countries is derived from the 

Eurobarometer Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe survey. To 

reiterate, this survey was conducted in two waves: the first wave running from 1990 to 

1992, while the second wave was conducted from 1997 to 2001. The total pool of 

respondents for this survey includes 18,880 respondents that were interviewed between 

1990 and 2001. The full model that we build to convey why people vote consists of 

variables which are drawn from both the individual and contextual levels. The way 

these variables are measured and operationalised are as follows:  

First, beginning with resource variables (socio-demographic characteristics), I recoded 

respondent’s level of education into three categories: primary education coded as 0, 

secondary education coded as 1 and higher education coded as 2. In Central/Eastern 

European countries, respondents are asked the following: What is your highest finished 

education level? Primary, secondary, incomplete higher, higher and others. I coded 

primary education as 0, secondary education and incomplete higher as 1, higher 
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education as 2, while others are coded as missing, with primary education being our 

reference category against which all other categories will be compared.  

Turning to gender and age, for the most part, coding of variables is the same as for the 

West European analysis reported in Chapter 5. Finally, the last resource variable is 

socio-economic status. In order to maintain some consistency in variable coding across 

our geo-political regions, we aim at measuring the voter’s socio-economic status by 

focusing on a survey question which looks at the individual’s occupational status. I 

therefore recode respondent’s occupational status into employer, professional, non-

manual, manual, with manual coded as 0, employer coded as 1, non-manual coded 2 

and professionals coded 3; manual workers are the reference category against which all 

other categories are compared.  

Second, moving to the political psychology variables, the following variables are 

included: political interest, political trust, inter-personal trust and political efficacy. 

Starting with political interest, we measure this following the classical way of asking 

people how interested they are in politics. In the Eurobarometer, this question is 

captured by a survey question which ask respondents the following: ‘Do you agree or 

disagree with the following statement: as long as things are getting on well, you are not 

really interested in who is in power’, with respondents having to choose between agree 

and disagree. I coded political interest into a dummy variable with Agree designated as 

not interested in politics and coded as 0, while Disagree was designated as being 

interested in politics and coded as 1; not interested in politics is our reference category.  

Political trust is captured by a survey question which ask respondents the following: ‘In 

order to get ahead, people need to have confidence and to feel that they can trust 

themselves and others. To what degree do you think that you trust the national 
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government: totally, to a certain point, little and not at all?’ I thus coded political trust 

into a dummy variable, with totally and to a certain point being treated as having 

political trust and coded as 1, while little and not at all are treated as lacking political 

trust and coded as 0, which is our reference category.  

Similarly, inter-personal or social trust is captured by the following questions: In order 

to get ahead, people need to have confidence and to feel that they can trust themselves 

and others. To what degree do you think that you trust people of your language or 

country? Again, ‘totally’ and ‘to a certain point’ are treated as having social trust and 

coded as 1, while ‘little’ and ‘not at all’ are treated as lacking social trust and coded as 

0.  A higher value therefore represents social trust and a lower value represent no social 

trust (our reference category). 

Political efficacy is measured by items intended to capture internal efficacy. In the 

Eurobarometer, this variable is captured by the following question: ‘Please tell me 

whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: Now in your country 

everybody can have a say in the matters of the country?’ We create a dummy variable 

with ‘Agree’ recoded as efficacious and coded as 1 and ‘Disagree’ is recoded as no or 

low efficacy and coded as 0, which is our reference category.  

Third, pertaining to the mobilisation variables, I include four main variables. Beginning 

with party identification, we focus on a classic question that looks at respondent’s 

closeness to political parties, with the coding of variable being the same as for the West 

European analysis. Civil society organisation is also included. In post-communist 

countries, this question is captured in the Eurobarometer by a survey question which ask 

respondents the following: ‘Are you a member of any organisation that appears on this 

list? For each one, could you tell me whether you are member or not: free time 



231 

 

 

 

associations, clubs’. A response of ‘Yes’ is coded as 1, while a response of ‘No’ is 

coded as 0, which is also taken as our reference category.  

Discussing politics is another variable that we introduce to test the mobilisation model. 

The theoretical expectation here is that citizens who tend to discuss politics will have a 

higher propensity to vote than those who do not. This variable is captured in the 

Eurobarometer surveys by a question which asks respondents the following: ‘When you 

get together with your friends or family, would you say you discuss political matters? 

Never, Occasionally or Frequently’. We retain these three categories for this variable 

but recode ‘never discuss politics’ as 0, ‘occasionally discuss politics’ as 1 and 

‘frequently discuss politics’ as 2, with never discuss politics as our reference category. 

Finally, the last variable which aims to test the mobilisation model is religiosity. For the 

Central and Eastern European countries, this question is captured by asking respondents 

the following question: ‘Of the following statements which do you think applies to you 

closely: I am religious and follow the teachings of the church; I am religious in my own 

way; cannot say if I am religious or not; I am not religious and not interested; I am not 

religious, because the churches are wrong.’ The response to this question is coded into 

two categories: ‘Yes, religious’ and ‘No, not religious’. The responses ‘I am religious 

and follow the teaching of the church’ and ‘I am religious in my own way’ are regarded 

as being religious and coded as 1, while the responses ‘cannot say if I am religious or 

not’, ‘I am not religious and not interested’ and ‘I am not religious, because the 

churches are wrong’, are regarded as not religious and coded as 0. Others and don’t 

know responses are coded as missing, with not religious as our reference category.  

Fourth, the last sets of individual level variables that are included in this study are taken 

from the rational choice perspective. Starting with satisfaction with democracy, for the 
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Central and Eastern European countries the Eurobarometer captures this by asking 

respondents the following: ‘Are you completely satisfied or completely dissatisfied with 

the way democracy is working in your country?’ A dummy variable is created with not 

satisfied coded as 0 (reference category) and satisfied coded as 1. Next, the country’s 

economic condition is captured in the Eurobarometer as follows: ‘considering the 

situation of your country during the period that the present government has been in 

power, would you say that the economic situation of the country has improved, gotten 

worse or remained the same?’ In order to ensure some kind of uniformity across the 

regions, we recoded this into three categories: gotten worse was recoded as 0 (and 

treated as the reference category), same was coded as 1, and improved was recoded as 2. 

Similarly, the individual’s personal economic condition is included in our analysis. For 

the Central and Eastern European cases, the relevant Eurobarometer question is posed 

as follows: ‘Considering the situation of your country during the period that the present 

government has been in power, would say that your personal economic situation has 

improved, gotten worse or remained the same?’ Once again, this variable is coded into 

three categories: worse is coded as 0, the same as 1 and better as 2; don’t know and 

refused are all coded as missing, with individual living condition gotten worse as our 

reference category.  

Having dealt with the individual level variables we now turn our attention to the 

contextual and country level variables. Before specifying which contextual variables are 

added and how they are measured, it is important to note that, for this region our 

operationalisation of contextual variables is limited by the absence of available data. 

Thus, one important contextual variable that is tested in Western Europe and Africa 

(and East Asia), concurrent elections, will not be tested in this region. This is because 

even where there are directly elected presidencies, there are no concurrent elections in 



233 

 

 

 

our data. Consequently, we were left just with three contextual variables, which are 

closeness of election, disproportionality and the regime type.  

Starting with closeness of election, the coding employed is identical to what we have 

previously explain in Chapter 5 (i.e. Western established democracies). Turning to the 

regime type, we draw on categorisation found in the Comparative Political Dataset II: 

28 Post-Communist countries. This groups Central and Eastern European countries into 

four different political systems with the following coding: 0 (Parliamentary), 1 

(presidential), 2 (semi-presidential, dominated by president), 3 (semi-presidential, 

dominated by parliament). Based on this coding decision, my countries of interest are 

placed in the following categories: Czech Rep, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia and Slovakia 

(Parliamentary), while Bulgaria, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovenia (Semi-

presidential, dominated by parliament). Parliamentary democracies are coded as 1 and 

semi-presidential system dominated by parliamentary democracy as 0 (the reference 

category). Finally, we include the disproportionality of the electoral system.  

 

6.3 WHO VOTES? PREDICTING INDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL 

DETERMINANTS OF ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION 

Having outlined how the various variables from the five main theoretical perspectives 

have been operationalised, it is now time to embark on the actual analysis of which of 

these individual and contextual variable influences people’s decision of whether or not 

to vote in Central and Eastern Europe. As in Chapter 5, I begin by building a series of 

basic multivariate logistic models that tests each of the five types of individual and 

contextual effects on electoral participation, before incorporates all of them into a single 

model, building step by step.  
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6.3.1 The Effect of Socio-Demographic Variables on Electoral Participation 

To test which socio-demographic factors are linked with people’s propensity to vote in 

Central and Eastern Europe, we begin with a basic multivariate logistic analysis that 

looks at the effect of all these variables on voting. The result of this logit analysis is 

presented in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Age, Education, 

Occupational Status and Gender   

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .043, Model chi-square 

=18.587, Model sig. = .010 

Table 6.1 shows several interesting results with respect to the effects of the socio-

demographic variables on electoral participation in post-communist states. Overall, 

almost all the explanatory variables in question have highly significant and positive 

effects on voting. Beginning with age, we observe that one of the age categories (elderly 

people) has a significant and positive relationship with voting, while middle-aged status 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .250 .000 1.284 

Age (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults  .055 .157 1.056 

Elderly  .179 .002 1.196 

Education (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  .303 .0005 1.354 

Higher education  .240 .0005 1.271 

Occupational Status (reference: manual workers)  

Employers  .787 .0005 2.197 

Non-manuals  .784 .0005 2.189 

Professionals   .920 .0005 2.509 

Gender (reference: women) 

Men  .139 .0005 1.149 
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has a non-significant relationship. The odd ratios (ExpB) in the table shows elderly 

people are 19 percent more likely to vote than the young.  

Similarly, education is significant and positive. Compared to those with primary 

education, those with secondary education are 35 percent and those with higher 

education are 27 percent more likely to vote in elections. Turning to occupational status, 

all the occupational categories have statistically significant and positive relationships 

with voting. As shown in our result, compared to manual workers, employers, non-

manual workers and professionals are much more likely to vote. Their odd ratios tell us 

that while employers and non-manual workers are 2.2 times more likely to vote than 

manual workers, professionals on the other hand are 2.5 times more likely to participate. 

The result of the last resource variable, gender, is interesting. Gender is seen to have a 

positive and significant relationship with voting in Central and Eastern Europe. The Exp 

(B) column (odds ratio) indicates that in post-communist countries, men are 14 percent 

more likely than women to turn out and vote.    

6.3.2 The Impact of Mobilisation Variables on Electoral Participation 

We now turn to the mobilisational factors model, the result of which is presented in 

Table 6.2.   

Table 6.2: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Civil Society 

Organisations, Party Identification, Discussing and Religiosity  

MODELS/VARIABLES B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .058 .199 1.059 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES 

Civil Society Organisation  -.089 .179 .914 

Party Identification  .424 .0005 1.529 

Discussing (reference: never discuss politics) 

Occasionally  .296 .0005 1.345 

Frequently  .030 .578 1.030 

Religiosity  .681 .0005 1.977 
Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .047, Model chi-square = 

28.316, Model sig. = .000 
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Looking at the results from Table 6.2, the following can be inferred about the impact of 

these mobilisational variables on electoral participation. First, the result shows a 

negative and non-significant relationship between civil society organisation and voting. 

Thus, being a member of such an organisation does not impact on people’s propensity 

to vote. Moving to party identification, there is an overall significant and positive effect 

of party identification with electoral participation. That is, compared to individuals with 

no party ties, those with party ties are 52 percent more likely to vote. Also, looking at 

discussing politics, we realise that one of the categories (occasionally discuss politics) is 

significant and positive, while ‘frequently discuss politics’ is insignificant but positive. 

While a little counter-intuitive, this however shows some kind of evidence that political 

discussion helps mobilise electoral participation. Finally, there is an overall significant 

and positive relationship between being religious and voting as shown by our 

coefficients. The odd ratios indicate that compared to individuals who are not religious, 

those who are religious are 97 percent more likely to vote.  

 

6.3.3 The Influence of Culture Variables on Electoral Participation  

Turning to the cultural variables, Table 6.3 presents a model which takes into account 

the impact of political efficacy, political interest and political and social trust on voting.   

 

Table 6.3: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Political Efficacy and 

Political Interest, Political Trust and Social Trust 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .654 .000 1.923 

POLITICAL CULTURE 

Political efficacy  -.240 .0005   .787 
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Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .023, Model chi-square = 

5.173. 713, Model sig. = .739 

The results in Table 6.3 show a highly significant positive statistical effect of political 

interest and political trust on voting. For example, compared to individuals who 

declared themselves not to be interested in politics, those who are interested in politics 

are 19 percent more likely to vote in elections. Similarly, compared to citizens who 

consider themselves not to be trustful of political institutions and political elites, those 

who are more trustful are 15 percent much more likely to turn out at the polls. Moving 

to social trust, our result tells of a non-significant relationship between inter-personal 

trust and voting. Finally, political efficacy shows a significant but negative relationship 

between efficacy and voting. This result is indeed a surprise and it may be that this is 

explained by the manner in which the efficacy question is asked in the Eurobarometer 

dataset. That is, in asking whether everyone has an equal say in politics, those who say 

‘no’ might well be expressing frustration or anger with the system, which in itself could 

motivate people to be more likely to vote in order to protest against those in power.  

 

6.3.4 The Effect of the Rational Choice Variables on Voting 

To test the impact of the rational choice model on people’s propensity to vote, we are 

able to conceptualise and operationalise three types of variables which deal with 

individuals’ evaluations of their nation’s economy, their personal economic situation 

and their satisfaction with democracy in their country. The effects of these three 

variables on electoral participation are presented in Table 6.4.  

Political interest  .181 .0005 1.199 

Political trust  .145 .0005 1.156 

Social trust  .069 .060 1.072 
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Table 6.4: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Satisfaction with 

Democracy, National Economic Condition and Individual Economic Condition 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .002, Model chi-square 

=1.881, Model sig. = .758 

Beginning with satisfaction with democracy, our results point to a non-significant 

relationship with voting. The relationship is positive, as expected. Turning to the 

country’s economic condition, one of the categories is non-significant: those who think 

the economy has got better are no more likely to turn out than those who think it has got 

worse. However, those who think it has stayed the same are actually significantly less 

likely to vote than those who think it has got worse. This seems to suggest that the 

perception the economy is doing well does not make one more likely to vote; rather, the 

opposite if anything. Finally, with respect to the last variable, the individual’s 

perception of their own personal economic condition, there is a non-significant 

relationship with voting. Overall, then, the rational choice variables that we have 

specified here do not seem to have much impact on turnout. 

 

 

 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.152 .000 3.165 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with democracy  .543 .063 1.722 

Country Economy (reference: worse) 

Country economic condition (same) -.132 .027 .876 

Country economic condition (better)  -.064 .416 .938 

Individual Economy (reference: worse)    

Individual living condition (same) .054 .353 1.055 

Individual living condition (better) .140 .120 1.150 
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6.3.5 The Effect of Contextual Variables on Electoral Participation   

Having examined the influence of various individual level variables on voting, I now 

turn to the influence of institutional factors in Central and Eastern Europe. As explained 

above, we are only able to assess the impact of three contextual variables: closeness of 

election, regime type and disproportionality. The results are presented in Table 6.5.  

Table 6.5: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Institutional Context 

 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .132, Model Chi-Square 

=456.033, Model sig. = .0005 

 

The following can be inferred about the impact of closeness, regime type and 

disproportionality on people’s propensity to turn out. Starting with closeness of election 

the result shows a significant and positive relationship with voting. That is, compared to 

countries where elections are not close, individuals are significantly more likely to vote 

when the elections are close; in fact, the odds ratio shows that individuals are 7 times 

more likely to vote in elections when the contest is close or competitive. Turning to the 

regime type operating in a country, we observe a significant but negative relationship 

with vote choice. In fact, compared to individuals living in semi-presidential 

democracies, those living in parliamentary democracies are significantly less likely to 

vote. This result is contrary to what was expected, although this might reflect the fact 

that there was little variation in the data, with most of our East European cases being 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.067 .0005 2.907 

Closeness of election 1.961 .0005 7.105 

Political system -1.578 .0005   .206 

Disproportionality of electoral systems -.051 .0005   .950 
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classified as semi-presidential. Similarly, our data points to a statistically significant but 

negative relationship between the disproportionality and vote choice across Eastern 

European countries. That is, the more proportional the outcome, the more likely people 

are to vote. We have so far managed to empirically test the effect of a series of variables 

from the different theoretical perspectives (individual and contextual levels) to 

understand people’s propensity to turn out in electoral politics in post-Communist 

countries. The results thus far largely seem to confirm what we know of the established 

democracies of Western Europe.  Nevertheless, as we have earlier stated, the full picture 

can only be conveyed by building a model where the individual and country level 

determinants of electoral participation are modelled simultaneously. We therefore now 

present an extended multivariate logit model.  

 

6.4 MAIN REGRESSION RESULTS  

I have so far examined the question of who votes in new democracies of Central and 

Eastern Europe by conducting a series of basic multivariate logistic analyses that looks 

at the effects of each of the theoretical models on voting separately. However, as in the 

case of the similar analysis that was conducted on the older democracies in Western 

Europe, it is necessary to see how the explanatory variables that are taken from these 

different theoretical perspectives fare when they are entered into a comprehensive 

model. As before, I build up to this comprehensive model on a step by step basis. The 

first model (Model I) takes into account just the resource or socio-demographic 

variables. In the second model (Model II), the mobilisation variables are introduced. In 

the third model (Model III), political attitudinal (i.e., political psychology) variables are 

added into a model that already contain both the resource and mobilisation variables. In 
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the fourth model (Model IV), the rational choice variables are added. In the final model 

(Model V), the contextual variables are added into a model that already consists of 

individual explanatory variables.  
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Table 6.6 Logistic Regression of Electoral Participation – Central and Eastern European Democracies  

MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 
 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 
 

B         Sig     ExpB  B           Sig   ExpB B          Sig    ExpB B       Sig     ExpB B        Sig      ExpB 

 

Constant  .419   .0005    1.521 -.342    .004     .710 -.560    .0005   .571 -.531   .0005  .588  -1.248  .0005  .287 

RESOURCE/SOCIO-DEMOGRAHPIC VARIABLES   

AGE (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults  .809    .0005   2.245 .674    .0005   1.962 .669    .0005   1.952 .666  .0005  1.946 .795    .0005  2.213 

Elderly people  .777    .0005   2.175 .544    .0005   1.723 .486    .0005   1.626 .473  .0005  1.605 .858    .0005  2.358 

EDUCATION (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  -.100      .23     .905 -.114    .080     .866 -.130     .12      .878 -.122    .14     .885 .129       .16   1.138 

Higher education   .069      .61    1.072 .025       .86    1.026 .005      .70     1.056 .058     .69   1.060 .436     .004   1.547 

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS (reference: manual workers) 

Employers  .392     .009    1.479 .210     .180    1.234 .215      .17     1.239 .200     .21   1.222 .249       .13   1.282 

Non-manual workers  .548   .0005    1.730 .437   .0005    1.548 .431  .0005     1.539 .430 .0005   1.538 .441   .0005   1.554 

Professionals  .368     .005    1.445 .168       .23    1.183 .157      .25     1.170 .158     .25   1.171 .225       .10   1.253 

GENDER (reference: women) 

Men  .276   .0005    1.315 .178     .011    1.195 .167      .02     1.181 .160   .023   1.174 .058      .44    1.060 
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MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 
 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 
 

B       Sig       ExpB  B        Sig      ExpB B         Sig     ExpB B        Sig    ExpB B         Sig   ExpB 

 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil society organisation  .204       .09    1.226 .182      .13     1.199 .192     .12   1.211 .323     .012   1.381 

Party Identification  1.156  .0005   3.177 1.103  .0005   3.014 1.106 .0005 3.022 1.151 .0005  3.160 

Discussing (reference: never discuss politics) 

Occasionally discuss politics    .323   .0005    1.381 .322   .0005    1.380 .323  .0005  1.381 .394   .0005  1.483 

Frequently discuss politics  .523   .0005    1.687 .538   .0005    1.712 .540  .0005  1.715 .550   .0005  1.733 

Religiosity  .506   .0005    1.659 .515   .0005    1.673 .513  .0005  1.670 .254     .002  1.512 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political efficacy   .203    .004     1.225 .213  .003    1.238 .182      .03   1.200 

Political Interest  .000      .10     1.000 .007    .92    1.007 .213    .005   1.237 

Political Trust  .215    .012     1.240 .251  .005    1.285 .201    .033   1.222 

Social Trust  .210    .002     1.234 .205  .003    1.228 .185    .012   1.203 
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MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 
 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 
 

B         Sig     ExpB  B         Sig       ExpB B          Sig    ExpB B        Sig    ExpB B        Sig   ExpB 

 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES   

Satisfaction with democracy     

  

  

  .206     .59   1.228 .091     .82    1.096 

Country Economy (reference: worse)  

Country economic condition (same) -.158  .054     .854 .019     .83    1.019 

Country economic condition (better) -.274  .011     .760 .025     .83    1.026 

Individual Economy (reference: worse)    

Individual living condition (same) .123   .122   1.131 .179     .04    1.195 

Individual living condition (better)  .125   .310   1.133 .227   .081    1.255 

CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES   

Closeness of election   1.481 .0005  4.399 

Political system  -.860  .0005    .423 

Disproportionality  .762   .0005  2.142 

Chi-Square Improvement (df) 160.422 (8) 414.806 (5) 31.626 (4) 8.036 (5) 130.234 (2) 
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6.5 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

Table 6.6 reports the results of the logistic regression of electoral participation in 

Central and Eastern Europe which combines the effects of individual and contextual – 

level variables. First, I begin with a simple socio-demographic resource model (Model 

I) that comprises of the effects of age, education, occupational status and gender. This is 

of course a replication of the resource model already reported in Table 6.1, which 

showed highly significant effects of age, socio-economic status and gender on vote in 

Central and Eastern European democracies. In the next model (Model II), we proceed 

by adding mobilisation variables into the model that already consists of socio-

demographic characteristics.  

When these mobilisation variables are added, we observe a change in the estimates of 

some of the resource variables; starting with socio-economic status, it is now apparent 

that two of the occupational categories (employers and professionals) which were 

significant in Model I are now insignificant, although they remain positively signed. 

Age, gender and non-manual occupational status are all statistically significant and 

positive, indicating that their effects on people’s propensity to vote are unaffected by the 

mobilisation variables that we introduce into the model. Of the four mobilisational 

variables that are added (civil society organisation, party identification, discussing 

politics and religiosity), only party identification, discussing politics and religiosity are 

significant and in the direction that we have hypothesised. The odd ratios indicate that 

party identifiers are 3 times more likely to participate than non-party identifiers. 

Similarly, those who are more religious and who frequently discuss about politics are 

respectively 65 and 68 percent more likely to vote than those who are not religious and 

who never discuss about politics. There is non-significant but positive relationship 

between civil society organisation and electoral participation.  
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In the next model (Model III), a group of political culture variables (political efficacy, 

political interest
17

, political trust and social trust) are now added. With each variable 

controlling for the effects of the others, we observe first that the influence of three 

socio-demographic variables (that is, age, occupation and gender) are still statistically 

significant and unchanged. Turning to the mobilisation variables, there are no changes 

with the effects of party identification, discussing and religiosity, with the three 

variables remaining significant and positive, as hypothesised. Concerning the political 

culture factors that are entered in model III, only political efficacy, political trust and 

social trust are statistically significant and in a positive direction as hypothesised, while 

political interest is non-significant. In fact, the odd ratios suggest that those who are 

politically efficacious, trustful of government institutions and of others are respectively 

22, 24 and 23 percent more likely to vote than those who declared not to be efficacious 

and trustful of government or of others. Thus, far, then, our findings suggest that when 

all the variables from the first three theoretical models are entered into the regression 

equation, age, occupational status, gender, party identification, discussing, religiosity, 

political trust, social trust and political efficacy all tend to increase the propensity of 

citizens to participate in electoral politics.   

In model IV, we enter the last of individual level factors. When these rational choice 

variables are added, we find that education is still insignificant, but all other socio-

demographic resource effects (i.e. age, gender and socio-economic status) remain 

                                                           
17 We conducted a multicollinearity test between education and political interest given that those who are 

more educated are more likely to be interested in political affairs or politics, when this was done, our VIF 

was lesser than 10, thus suggesting that multicollinearity was unlikely to affect the regression results.  

 



247 

 

 

 

unchanged in significance and direction. Turning to the mobilisational variables, we 

observe little or no change from the previous model, with party identification, those 

who frequently discuss politics and being religious remaining statistically significant, 

while the effect of civil society organisation on voting is still non-significant. Looking 

at the political culture variables, apart from political interest (which remains non-

significant), efficacy, political trust and social trust are all positive and significant. The 

surprise finding regarding the rational choice variables that are entered in Model IV 

(satisfaction with democracy, country and individual evaluation of the economy) is that 

only an individual’s evaluation of their country’s economy conditions reveals a 

significant relationship with vote choice; however the logistic regression coefficient is 

negative indicating that those who feel the country’s economic condition has got better 

are significantly less likely to vote than those who feel it has got worse. Satisfaction 

with democracy and evaluation of individual economic circumstances show non-

significant associations with voting, although they do at least produce parameters that 

run in the expected direction.  

In model V, we add the contextual level variables. As earlier stated, this final model 

enables us to see how the individual level determinants of voting fare in a model that 

now controls for contextual level variables. Beginning with the socio-demographic 

variables, age is the only variable that remains unchanged, in that its effect on voting is 

still positive and significant. Gender, that was significant all through models I – IV, now 

appears to lose significance. Of the occupational status categories, only non-manual 

workers remain significant, while employers and professionals are non-significant, 

although having a positive sign. Finally, with respect to education, one of the education 

dummies (higher education) now reveals a positive and significant relationship with 

electoral participation.  
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Moreover, controlling for the contextual effects on voting, all of the mobilisational 

variables (party identification, religiosity, discussing politics and civil society 

organisation membership) retain highly significant and positive effects on electoral 

participation. Similarly, all the political culture variables (political interest, political 

efficacy, political trust and social trust) are also statistically significant and positive. 

Moving to the rational choice variables, both satisfaction with democracy and 

evaluation of the country’s economic condition shows a non-significant relationship 

with voting, while one of the effects for personal economic evaluation (i.e. those who 

consider their individual living condition to be same) points to a significant relationship 

with vote choice.  

Finally, turning our focus to the contextual level factors (i.e. closeness of election, 

political system and disproportionality) we observe a significant and positive 

relationship between vote and two factors: closeness of election and the 

disproportionality of the electoral system. The odd ratios revealing that individuals 

living in countries where the elections are considered to be close are 4 times more likely 

to participate than individuals living in countries where the elections are considered not 

to be close or competitive. Similarly, looking at disproportionality, our data reveals that 

individuals living in countries where the disproportionality of the electoral system is 

close to zero (i.e. more proportional) are twice as likely to participate as individuals 

living in countries where the electoral system is highly disproportional. Finally, we 

equally observe a significant relationship between the type of political system and 

voting, although the coefficient reveals a negative sign which suggests that compare to 

those living in non-parliamentary democracies, those living in parliamentary 

democracies are significantly less likely to vote.  
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6.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  

Having tested the various explanations of the decision to vote in these models, a number 

of conclusions can be reached. First, among the socio-demographic resource factors, 

age, socio-economic status and education prove to be significant in the pooled Central 

and Eastern European data: older citizens (i.e. middle-aged adults and elderly), those 

with a higher socio-economic status and education are far more likely to vote than 

younger people, those with a lower socio-economic status and lower educational levels, 

as is generally true in established democracies of Western Europe.  

Second, turning to mobilisational factors, membership of civil society organisation such 

as trade unions, party identifiers, religious and frequently discussing politics 

significantly increases the chancing of turning out to vote in Central and Eastern 

European countries as was also the case with the older democracies in Western Europe. 

Third, the political cultural attitudes make a significant difference with regards to 

propensity to vote in Eastern European countries. Those who declared themselves to be 

politically efficacious, interested in politics and trustful of both government institutions 

and of others are significantly more likely to turnout than those who declared to lack 

these cultural attitudes. Again, this is similar to the West European democracies. 

Fourth, with respect to the rational choice variables, the only variable that we found to 

have a significant effect on electoral participation was evaluation of one’s individual 

economic condition, while satisfaction with democracy and country economic condition 

both had a non-significant relationship with voting. On the basis of this result, we can 

confirm that Eastern European democracies do not conform so closely with their 

Western European counterparts. Finally, moving to the contextual variables, as earlier 

specified we were unable to drawn adequate conclusions on one of the contextual 
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variable (i.e. concurrent elections) because of limited data. Yet what we uncover is that 

closeness of election and disproportionality of the electoral system are highly significant 

drivers of electoral participation in Central and Eastern Europe.  
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CHAPTER 7 

ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION IN AFRICAN DEMOCRACIES: 

THE IMPACT OF INDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL FACTORS 

 

Having concluded the empirical analysis of who votes in new democracies of Central 

and Eastern Europe, it is now time to turn our attention to new democracies of sub-

Saharan Africa. As formerly highlighted, our review of the literature on electoral 

participation points to the fact that most of the variables that have been proposed to 

explain why people choose to vote have been derived from studies of older democracies 

of Western Europe and America. This notwithstanding, existing research on electoral 

and political participation in Africa can be found in the works of Kuenzi and Lambright 

(2007, 2011); Bratton et al (2012); Bratton (1999); Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi 

(2005); Erdmann, G. (2007); and Lindberg and Morrison (2008). Despite differences in 

the detail of these studies, and the fact that a majority of it, with the exception of Kuenzi 

and Lambright, focuses on other forms of participation rather than voting per se, there is 

agreement with the existing European literature in pointing to two very distinct levels 

factors that influence citizen’s decision of whether or not to vote – the individual and 

contextual levels. We will once again be analysing the impact of both levels in 

analysing the African cases. The sub-Saharan African countries under study are 

typically multiparty systems in which between 2 – 7 parties usually compete with each 

other either in parliamentary or presidential elections. These countries operate a variety 

of proportional, plurality/majority system, and mixed electoral systems. We proceed in 

the manner of chapters 5 and 6 by combining individual and contextual factors to 
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provide an explanation of people’s decisions to or not to vote in electoral democracies 

in sub-Saharan Africa.  

 

7.1 DATA AND OPERATIONALISATION  

To gauge the influence of individual and contextual variables on citizens’ decision to 

vote in new democracies of sub-Saharan Africa, we have selected national elections 

conducted in 8 African countries. As explained earlier, the main dataset used in this 

study for African countries is the Afrobarometer Round 3 survey data, focusing on 

countries that have regularly conducted free, fair and competitive elections; this means 

that I excluded countries and elections that are not fully democratic. The pooled dataset 

for these countries consists of 10,812 respondents who were interviewed after eight 

national elections held between 2005 and 2006.  

The models that are set up to explain people’s propensity to vote include a total of 20 

explanatory variables, of which 16 are individual level variables, as in chapters 5 and 6: 

age, education, occupational status, gender, political efficacy, political interest, political 

trust, social trust, civil society organisation, religiosity, party identification, political 

discussion, ethnic identity, satisfaction with democracy, country’s economic condition 

and individual’s economic condition. Four contextual variables are also included in our 

models: disproportionality of the electoral system, closeness of elections, concurrent 

elections and political system type. A full account of how the individual explanatory 

variables have been measured and operationalised follows.  

First, the demographic/resource variables, beginning with level of education. Once 

again, I recoded respondent’s level of education into three categories: primary education 

coded as 0, secondary education coded as 1 and higher education coded as 2.  
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Second, for the sake of clarity and ensuring comparability across the geo-political 

regions, coding for gender and age is the same as for the Western and Eastern European 

cases reported in chapter 5 and 6. Finally, the last resource variable, socio-economic 

status of the respondents, is also included in our model. Measuring individual socio-

economic status prove hard as there is no question within the Afrobarometer that 

capture respondent’s income. Previous studies by Bratton et al, (2005); Isaksson, 

(2014); Kuenzi and Lambright (2011) have simply used a question in the Afrobarometer 

about access to food as a proxy for income: over the past years, how often, if ever, have 

you or your family gone without food? However, I would argue that trying to measure 

voters’ socio-economic status using access to food is very unconvincing given that 

almost 80 percent of individuals in these countries rely on agriculture or farming for 

their basic subsistence.  

Moreover, in these countries it is a common tendency for people to free-ride from their 

neighbours if it happens they cannot afford food for themselves. For the sake of 

uniformity and consistency across the three regions, I have therefore omitted income 

and access to food and focused on occupational status of respondents. I recoded 

respondent’s occupational status into employer, professional, non-manual, and manual. 

As before, manual workers are coded as 0, employers coded as 1, non-manuals coded 2 

and professionals coded 3, with manual workers being our reference category against 

which all other categories are compared. 

Turning to the political culture variables, political interest, political efficacy, political 

and social trust are all included once again. Political interest is captured in 

Afrobarometer as follows: How interested would you say you are in public affairs? 

Respondents have to decide between: Not at all interested, not very interested, 
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somewhat interested, and very interested, don’t know and refused. I have collapsed 

respondent’s responses into two categories: not at all interested and not very interested 

are regarded as not interested in politics and coded as 0. Somewhat interested and very 

interested are treated as being interested in politics and coded as 1. Citizens who 

respond with don’t know or refused response are coded as missing, while our reference 

category is not interested in politics.  

The next political culture variables that are included in our model construction are 

political trust and inter-personal trust or social trust. Once again, I rely on a standard 

survey questions to measure these variables. In the Afrobarometer, political trust is 

captured by a survey question which asks respondent the following: How much do you 

trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about them to say? The 

President/Prime Minister. Not at all, just a little, somewhat, a lot. It is important to note 

that this question refers to the Prime Minister in Lesotho and the President for the 

remaining countries. Respondents whose response is not at all and just a little are treated 

as having no trust and coded as 0 (our reference category) and respondents whose 

response is somewhat and a lot are coded as 1 (having trust).  

With regard to inter-personal trust, in the Afrobarometer, it is captured as follows: 

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you must be 

very careful in dealing with people? ‘You must be very careful’ is treated as having no 

social trust (reference category) and coded as 0, while ‘most people can be trusted’ is 

treated as having social trust and coded as 1. Finally, the last of the political culture 

variables to be included is political efficacy (or more specifically, internal efficacy). In 

the Afrobarometer the question asks about the respondent’s ability to understand 

politics. ‘Do you agree or disagree with the following statements: Politics and 
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government sometimes seem so complicated that you cannot really understand what 

going on? Strongly agree, Agree, neither agree nor disagree, Disagree, Strongly 

Disagree.’ These responses are coded into three categories: Strongly agree and Agree is 

recoded as not efficacious (0), neither agree nor disagree is maintained as neither agree 

nor disagree (and coded as 1), while Disagree and Strongly Disagree are recoded as 

efficacious (2), with no efficacy being our reference category. It is important to note 

here is that our coding for political efficacy does differ slightly from that of Eastern and 

Western European countries that had only two categories (i.e., efficacy and no efficacy).  

Moving to the mobilisation variables, beginning with party identification, in 

Afrobarometer party identification is captured by a survey question which ask the 

respondents if they feel close to any political party. coding of the variable is the same as 

for Western and Eastern European regions. Secondly, civil society 

organisation/associational membership is operationalised through the following 

questions: Let’s turn to your role in the community. Now I am going to read out a list of 

groups that people join or attend; for each one, could you tell me whether you are an 

official leader, an active member, an inactive member or not a member…a trade union 

or farmers association? We collapse this response into two categories: being an official 

leader and an active member is recoded as being a member (=1), while an inactive 

member and not a member is recoded as not a member (=0), with non-members being 

our reference category.  

Thirdly, discussing politics is another variable that we introduced to test the 

mobilisation model. This variable is captured in the Afrobarometer survey by a question 

which asks respondents the following: When you get together with your friends or 

family, would you say you discuss political matters? Never, Occasionally and 
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Frequently. We maintain the three categories for this variable but coded never discuss 

politics as 0, occasionally discuss politics as 1 and frequently discuss politics as 2, with 

respondents who declare that they never discuss politics as our reference category. 

Fourthly, we focus on religiosity. This variable is captured by a question which ask 

respondents the following question: Let’s turn to your role in the community. Now I am 

going to read out a list of groups that people join or attend. For each one, could you tell 

me whether you are an official leader, an active member, an inactive member or not a 

member…A religious group (e.g. church, mosque)? We collapse this variable into a 

dichotomous variable: Yes, religious (=1) and No, not religious (=0), with the latter as 

the reference category. 

Finally, the last variable which aimed to test the mobilisation model is ethnic identity. 

In the Afrobarometer, this variable is captured by a survey question which ask 

respondents the following: Let us suppose that you had to choose between being a 

(Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.) and being a (respondent’s identity group); which of these two 

groups do you feel most strongly attached to? The response options include: Ethnic 

identity only, ethnic identity more than national, National/Ethnic identity equal, national 

identity more than ethnic and national identity only. We therefore recode these 

responses into three categories: Those who have ethnic identity only and those whose 

ethnic identity is more than national is recoded as ‘having ethnic identity’ and therefore 

coded as 0 (reference category). Those whose national and ethnic identities are equal is 

recoded as ‘equal national and ethnic identity’ and coded as 1, and finally those who 

have only national identity or whose national identity is greater than their ethnic identity 

is recoded as ‘having national identity’ and coded as 2.  
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Finally, the last group of the individual level variables are taken from the rational choice 

perspective. Beginning with satisfaction with democracy, Afrobarometer captures this 

with a survey question which ask respondents the following:  Overall, how satisfied are 

you with the way democracy works in your country? The four response options are: Not 

at all satisfied, not very satisfied, fairly satisfied and Very satisfied. We collapse these 

responses into two categories: satisfied and not satisfied. The responses ‘not at all 

satisfied’ and ‘not very satisfied’ are treated as not satisfied and coded as 0, while the 

responses ‘fairly satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ are treated as being satisfied and coded 

as 1, with not satisfied with democracy being our reference category.  

Moving to country’s economic condition, this question is captured by the 

Afrobarometer as follows: Looking back, how do you rate the following compared to 

twelve months ago: economic conditions in this country? Respondents are invited to 

choose between the following categories: much worse, worse, same, better and much 

better. We collapse this variable into three categories: worse, same and better. Much 

worse and worse are treated as worse and coded as 0 (reference category), the same is 

coded as 1 and better/much better is treated as better and coded as 2. Lastly, the 

individual’s personal economic condition is also included in our analysis. In the 

Afrobarometer, this is also captured by the previous question wording, but with respect 

to ‘your living conditions’ rather than ‘economic conditions in this country’. Coding is 

the same as for the country’s economic condition variable.  

Having explained the manner in which the individual level variables have been 

measured and operationalised, we now turn our attention to the contextual or country 

level variables. We include four contextual variables once again: political system, 

disproportionality of the electoral system, closeness of election and concurrent 
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elections. First, beginning with disproportionality of the electoral system, coding is 

based on Gallagher least squares index. Second, we also include in our analysis 

measures of whether legislative and presidential elections are held concurrently. A 

dummy variable is created to measure this particular variable. A code of 1 is attributed 

if the elections are concurrent (that is presidential and legislative are held concurrently) 

and 0 if the elections are not concurrent. We measure closeness of election as the 

margin of victory (percentages of the votes) for the winning candidate over the runner-

up in presidential elections, while for parliamentary democracies, we measure closeness 

of election as the difference in seat shares between the top two parties winning seats. In 

order to ensure comparability across the regions, we take a 5 percent difference in seat 

shares (or presidential candidates’ vote shares) as the threshold between the top two 

parties: less than this is a close election which is coded 1 and more than this is not a 

close (coded 0), with not a close election as the reference category. Lastly, the type of 

political system is also included in our analysis. Since the political systems differ across 

these four broad geographical regions, and to maintain consistency and comparability 

across the regions, we introduce a dummy variable coding 1 for parliamentary 

democracies and 0 for presidential or other regime type (reference category).  
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7.2 WHO VOTES? EXPLAINING AFRICAN ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION  

As in chapter 5 and 6, I begin by first breaking down a citizen’s propensity to turn out in 

elections along the lines of each of the key theoretical perspectives individually, before 

turning to the more comprehensive models in which all terms are entered 

simultaneously.  

 

7.2.1 Individual Level Determinants of Electoral Participation  

To recap, the individual level determinants of electoral participation can be categorised 

under four main theoretical perspectives: resources, political culture, mobilisation and 

rational choice. We shall therefore proceed by conducting a number of logistic 

regression to assess the effects of these individual level variables on people’s propensity 

to turnout in Africa electoral democracies.  

 

The Effect of Socio-Demographic (Resource) Characteristics on Electoral 

Participation in Africa 

Empirical studies of electoral participation in the older democracies of Western Europe 

or America suggest four main socio-demographic variables that have a significant 

bearing on people propensity to turnout: age, education, socio-economic status and 

gender. In turning our emphasis to African electoral democracies, in order to establish 

the relationship between these socio-demographic variables and voting, I start with a 

simple logit model in which all of the resource variables are entered simultaneously. 

The results of this logit model are presented in Table 7.1 below.  
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Table 7.1: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Age, Education, 

Occupational Status and Gender  

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .100, Model chi-square = 

6.789. 713, Model sig. = .341 

 

Looking at the results in Table 7.1 above, the socio-demographic variables show several 

interesting results. Beginning with age, there is a highly significant overall effect of age 

on voting in African electoral democracies. Compared to young people, middle-aged 

adults and elderly people are significantly more likely to vote. However, turning to 

education, we find the relationship between education and voting is non-significant. A 

closer look at the two education categories reveals that the relationship between 

secondary education and voting is negative and non-significant, while higher education 

is positive but non-significant. Moving to occupational status, we see that two of the 

categories for occupation status (i.e. employers and professionals) is non-significant. 

However, the relationship between non-manual workers and voting is positive and 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .538 .000 1.713 

Age (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults  1.279 .0005 3.594 

Elderly  1.632 .0005 5.116 

Education (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  -.090 .536 .914 

Higher education  .167 .278 1.182 

Occupational Status (reference: manual workers)  

Employers  .373 .088 1.453 

Non-manuals   .360 .004 1.434 

Professionals   .055 .761 1.057 

Gender (reference: women) 

Men  .042 .469 1.043 
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significant. That is, compared to manual workers, non-manual workers are 1.4 times (or 

43 percent) more likely to vote. Finally, the relationship between gender and voting is 

also non-significant.    

 

The Effect of Culture Variables on Electoral Participation  

Moving from the resource variables, we now turn our attention to examine the effects of 

political cultural variables on voting. Unlike the Western European democracies, where 

the CSES module 3 data permitted us to test the effects of just two political attitudes on 

people’s decision of whether or not to vote, with the African cases, Afrobarometer 

enables us to test all of the major political culture variables prominent in the literature 

on electoral participation and voting behaviour. Table 7.2 therefore presents a basic 

multivariate regression which takes into account the effect of political efficacy, political 

interest, political trust and social trust on voting.  

Table 7.2: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Political Efficacy and 

Political Interest, Political Trust and Social Trust     

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .023, Model chi-square = 

5.173. 713, Model sig. = .739 

 

This result in Table 7.2 above portrays that there are highly significant statistical effects 

overall of political interest, political trust and social trust on voting. For example, 

looking at political interest, citizens who declared themselves to be interested in politics 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  6.25 .000 1.867 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political Efficacy (reference: No efficacy) 

Political efficacy (Neither agree nor disagree) .184 .031 12.02 

Yes, efficacious  -.076 .226 .927 

Political interest  .400 .0005 1.493 

Political trust  .358 .0005 1.431 

Social trust  .288 .0005 1.334 
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or public affairs are 49 percent more likely to participate than citizens who declared 

themselves not to be interested in politics. Also, compared to having no trust in political 

institution, citizens who are more trustful are 43 percent more likely to vote. Similarly, 

compared to citizens who are less trustful of others, voters who are much more trustful 

of their neighbours and others are 1.3 times more likely to participate. Finally, however, 

it is striking that we find a non-significant relationship for political efficacy in that, 

compared to citizens with no efficacy, citizens who are more efficacious are less likely 

to vote in elections. It is just as surprising that those respondents who say they neither 

agree nor disagree that politics is too complex to understand actually do turn out to be 

significantly more likely to vote, however – indeed, some 12 times more likely than 

those who find politics too complicated to follow.  

The Effect of Mobilisational Factors on Electoral Participation  

As already pointed in our theoretical and empirical review of the literature of electoral 

participation, the mobilisational model is one of the dominant perspectives in the body 

of research geared towards explaining people’s propensity of whether or not to vote. 

Empirical research in Western democracies has so far tested the effect of a handful of 

variables, including associational networks, religiosity, party identification and 

discussing politics. In turning to new democracies of sub-Saharan Africa, relying on the 

Afrobarometer, we are able to test the effects of all these mobilisational variables with 

the addition of ethnic identity. Table 7.3 below shows a simple multivariate logistic 

regression mode where the effects of these variables are tested across our countries of 

interest. 
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Table 7.3: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Civil Society 

Organisations, Party Identification, Discussing, Religiosity and Ethnic Identity  

MODELS/VARIABLES B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .429 .000 1.536 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES 

Civil Society Organisation .642 .0005 1.901 

Party Identification  .584 .0005 1.793 

Discussing (reference: never discuss politics) 

Occasionally  .390 .0005 1.477 

Frequently  .465 .0005 1.592 

Religiosity  .491 .0005 1.634 

Ethnic identity (reference: ethnic ID only)    

National/Ethnic ID equal  -.182 .03 .834 

National ID only  -.070 .391 .933 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .063, Model chi-square = 

5.867. 713, Model sig. = .662 

 

The table above shows that taking into account the effect of all the mobilisation 

variables on electoral participation, there are highly significant overall effects of party 

identification, civil society organisation, discussing politics and religiosity on voting 

(p<.000). Also, the logistic regression coefficients of all four variables are positive 

indicating that an increase in the value of any of the variables is associated with an 

increase in the likelihood of voting. The Exp(B) column (odd ratios) tell us that 

compared to voters who are non-party identifiers, those with a party identification are 

79 percent more likely to vote, while those with civil society organisational membership 

are 90 percent more likely to vote than those without such memberships. Again, with 

respect to discussing politics, compared to citizens who declared they never discuss 

politics, those who discuss politics either occasionally or frequently are 1.4 and 1.5 

times more likely to participate in electoral politics. Turning to religiosity, compared to 
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voters who are not religious, those who are religious are 63 percent more likely to vote. 

Finally, moving to ethnic identity, there is significant relationship between voters whose 

national/ethnic identity is equal and electoral participation, while there is a non-

significant relationship between voters with only national identity and voting. In effect, 

given the negative sign for the significant relationship here, this means that those who 

only have an ethnic identity are more likely to vote than those with equal ethnic and 

national identities. Thus, a strong sense of ethnic loyalty can serve as a mobilisational 

factor in sub-Saharan Africa. 

 

The Impact of the Rational Choice Model on Electoral Participation  

Shifting our attention to the impact of the rational choice perspective in explaining 

people’s propensity of whether or not to vote, we build a model that consists of three 

explanatory variables, which are: satisfaction with democracy, the country’s economy 

and the individual’s personal economic situation. We therefore proceed by running a 

logit model that looks at the effect of these variables on electoral participation. The 

results obtained are presented in Table 7.4.  

Table 7.4: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Satisfaction with 

Democracy, Country Economic Condition and Individual Economic Condition 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.090 .000 2.975 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES  

Satisfaction with democracy  .430 .0005 1.537 

Country Economy (reference: worse) 

Country economic condition (same) -.056 .480 .946 

Country economic condition (better)  .061 .461 1.063 

Individual Economy (reference: worse)    
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Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .014, Model chi-square = 

17.139. 713, Model sig. = .009 

 

Considering the results above, the following inferences can be drawn. First, beginning 

with satisfaction with democracy, there is a positive and significant overall effect of 

satisfaction with democracy and electoral participation. The result is in the direction 

predicted by our hypothesis, indicating that compared to those who are not satisfied 

with democracy, those who are satisfied are 1.5 times or 53 percent much more likely to 

vote in elections. Second, the relationship between a country’s economic condition and 

voting is non-significant. Lastly, moving to an individual’s evaluation of their own 

personal economic condition, we observe evidence of a significant relationship between 

this and voting in African democracies. The logistic regression coefficients are negative, 

which suggests that having a positive (better or same) evaluation of one’s economic 

condition actually reduces the chance of voting compared to those who take a negative 

view. It may be the case that in an African context, personal economic dissatisfaction 

mobilises voting in protest against some (most likely governing) parties and in favour of 

others. 

 

7.2.2 Country Level Determinants of Electoral Participation 

We now turn to scrutinise the contextual or country level factors that might impact on 

people’s propensity to turn out. Very few studies of electoral participation in Africa 

have tested the impact of these variables on turnout with the exception of studies by 

Kuenzi and Lambright (2007, 2011). In this study, we therefore include a number of 

Individual living condition (same) -.153 .053 .859 

Individual living condition (better) -.331 .0005 .718 
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contextual factors including the type of political system, concurrent elections, closeness 

of election and electoral system. Our results are therefore presented in Table 7.5 below.   

 

Table 7.5: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Electoral System, 

Closeness of Election, Concurrent Elections and Political System/Regime Type 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .029, Model chi-square = 

188.849, Model sig. = .000 

 

Table 7.5 above reveal a statistically significant relationship between our four 

contextual factors and people’s propensity to vote. However, a close look at the 

parameters estimates for three of these variables (i.e. disproportionality, political system 

and closeness of elections) shows that the logistic regression coefficients have negative 

signs; the exception is concurrent elections. Beginning with concurrent elections, then, 

our data shows that voters are 48 percent more likely to vote when elections are held 

concurrently. Secondly, there is a significant but negative relationship between 

closeness of election and electoral participation, which seems to suggest that compared 

to elections that are not considered to be close race or competitive, voters are less likely 

to vote when the election are considered to be close (contrary to our expectations). 

Third, we observe a significant but negative relationship between the political system 

and voting in sub-Saharan African democracies. This result suggests that compared to 

citizens living under presidential democracies, those living under parliamentary systems 

 

MODEL/VARIABLES  

 

B 

 

Sig  

 

Exp (B) 

Constant  1.476 .0005 4.377 

Disproportionality  -.021 .0005 .979 

Closeness of election  -.545 .0005 .580 

Concurrent elections  .392 .0005 1.480 

Political system  -.314 .0005 .730 
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are significantly less likely to vote in elections. This result is somehow not very 

surprising, as it is consistent with what we have found in Western and Eastern European 

cases. Finally, our data indicate a significant but negative relationship between 

disproportionality of the electoral system and voting. The implication of this result is 

that voters are less likely to vote the more that the electoral system is disproportional. 

We have thus far managed to empirically test the effect of individual and contextual 

levels from five different theoretical perspectives. However, as in chapter 5 and 6, to 

gain the full picture of why people vote in sub-Saharan Africa, we must build a model 

in which the individual and country level determinants of electoral participation are 

entered simultaneously. It is in this light that I now present an extended multivariate 

logit model.  

 

7.3 MAIN REGRESSION RESULTS  

Once again, we test the five classical models of electoral participation by entering them 

one after the other. To recap, the first model (Model I) takes into account just the 

resource or socio-demographic variables. In the second model (Model II), the 

mobilisation variables are introduced. In the third model (Model III), political culture 

variables are added into a model that already contain both the resource and mobilisation 

variables. In the fourth model (Model IV), the rational choice variables are also added. 

In the final model (Model V), the contextual variables are added into a model that 

already consists of the various individual explanatory variables. The results are reported 

in Table 7.6. 
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Table 7.6: Logistic Regression of Electoral Participation – African Democracies  

MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 

 

B         Sig     ExpB  B       Sig       ExpB B          Sig    ExpB B         Sig   ExpB B         Sig   ExpB 

 

Constant  .857   .0005   2.355 -.145     .550     865 -.421    .098     .656 -.272    .303   .761 -.178   .529   .837 

RESOURCE/SOCIO-DEMOGRAHPIC VARIABLES   

AGE (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults  1.237  .0005  3.447 1.169  .0005  3.218 1.157  .0005  3.180 1.148 .0005 3.153 1.179 .0005  3.251   

Elderly people  1.774  .0005  5.894 1.717  .0005  5.568 1.701  .0005  5.479 1.705 .0005 5.502 1.835 .0005  6.267 

EDUCATION (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  -.286      .16    .751 -.253      .23     .777 -.182      .38     .834 -.198     .35   .820 .303      .28   1.354 

Higher education  -.099      .64    .906 .026       .90   1.027  .116      .69   1.123 .057      .80  1.058 .676    .005   1.967 

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS (reference: manual workers) 

Employers  .466     .090   1.594 .353       .21   1.423 .372       .18   1.451 .413      .14  1.512 .335      .24   1.398 

Non-manual workers  .342     .022   1.407 .216       .16   1.241 .226       .14   1.254  .237     .12  1.267 .290      .07   1.336 

Professionals  .113       .60   1.120 .024       .91   1.025 .068       .76   1.071 .097      .66  1.102 .083      .72   1.086 

GENDER (reference: women) 

Men  .017       .81   1.018 -.052      .45    .950 -.042      .58     .958 -.054     .47   .947 -.067     .42     .935 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil society organisation   .499     .001   1.648 .448      .001  1.629 .475     .001 1.608 .444    .003   1.560 

MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I Model II Model III Model IV Model V 
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B       Sig       ExpB  B        Sig      ExpB B         Sig     ExpB B        Sig    ExpB B          Sig   ExpB 

 

Party Identification   .689   .0005   1.992 .640    .0005  1.897 .641  .0005  1.898 .748   .0005  2.112 

Discussing (reference: never discuss politics) 

Occasionally discuss politics    .347   .0005   1.415 .283      .002  1.328 .283   .002   1.327 .199     .04    1.220 

Frequently discuss politics  .463   .0005   1.589 .364      .001  1.439 .349   .002   1.418 .343   .003    1.410 

Religiosity  .422   .0005   1.525 .419    .0005  1.521 .402  .0005  1.521 .315   .0005  1.370 

Ethnic Identity (reference: ethnic ID only) 

National/Ethnic Identity equal   .022      .98    1.002 -.024      .83     .976 -.022   .85    .978 .069    .56     1.072 

National ID only  .185      .12    1.204 .152       .18   1.164 .160    .17   1.173 .160    .25     1.174 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political efficacy (reference: No, Efficacy)  

Political efficacy (Neither agree nor disagree)    .138      .30   1.148 .147    .28    1.158 .042    .76     1.043 

Yes, Efficacious  -.081      .41     .922 -078   .43       .925 -.029   .77       .971 

Political Interest   .232    .010   1.261 .229   .011   1.258 .281   .002    1.324 

Political Trust   .159      .06   1.173 .129    .14    1.138 .204   .023    1.226 

Social Trust   .239    .023   1.269 .240   .023   1.271 .107     .33    1.112 
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MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 

 

B         Sig     ExpB  B          Sig      ExpB B          Sig    ExpB B        Sig    ExpB B          Sig   ExpB 

 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES   

Satisfaction with democracy     

  

  

  .185    .023  1.204 .125     .14    1.133 

Country Economy (reference: worse)  

Country economic condition (same) -.431 .0005   .650 -.312   .011     .732 

Country economic condition (better) -.094     .46   .911 -.069    .62      .933 

Individual Economy (reference: worse)    

Individual living condition (same) .123      .31  1.131 .095     .44    1.100 

Individual living condition (better)  -.187    .14    .829 -.217    .09      .805 

CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES   

Disproportionality   -.049 .0005     .942 

Closeness of election  -.139   .63       .870 

Concurrent elections  .390    .002   1.477 

Political system  -.560 .0005     .571 

Chi-Square Improvement (df) 326.307 (8) 174.580 (7) 19.193 (5) 27.754 (5) 150.302 (4) 
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7.4 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

We begin with a simple socio-demographic model (Model I) that consists of the effect 

of resource variables (age, education, socio-economic status and gender) on electoral 

participation. In effect, this is a re-statement of the resource model already reported in 

Table 7.1. Briefly, this model shows that age is positive and significant (in that older 

people are more likely to vote). In fact, the odds ratio suggests that compared to 

younger people, middle-aged adults and elderly people are respectively 3.4 and 5.8 

times more likely to vote in elections. Turning to education, two of the education 

dummies (secondary and higher education) are non-significant which indicate that 

compared to those with primary education, those with secondary and higher education 

are less likely to vote. Similarly, with respect to occupational status, the only significant 

relationship is for non-manual workers, who are 40 percent more likely to vote than 

manual workers. Finally, the relationship between gender and voting is non-significant.  

In the next model (Model II) we add the mobilisation variables to the model that already 

consists of socio-demographic variables. Controlling for these mobilisational variables, 

the significant effect of non-manual occupational status disappears, leaving 

occupational status as non-significant, along with education and gender. Age is the only 

resource variable that remains unchanged in showing a positive and significant 

relationship with voting. With regards to the mobilisational factors that are added, civil 

society organisation, party identification, discussing politics, and religiosity are highly 

significant and in the directions expected by our hypothesis, with the exception of 

ethnic identity, which is non-significant for electoral participation. The odd ratios 

indicate that voters who declared themselves to be members of civil society 

organisations are 64 percent more likely to vote than those who are not members of civil 

society organisations, while those who have party ties are 99 percent more likely to 
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participate than those without any party ties. Similarly, those who discuss politics 

frequently are 58 percent more likely to participate than those who never discuss 

politics. Finally, those who declare themselves to be religious are 52 percent more likely 

to vote than those who are not religious.  

In our next model (Model III) the political cultural or psychological variables are now 

entered into the model. When these political cultural variables are added, first, regarding 

the socio-demographic variables, nothing changes from Model II: only age has a 

significant effect on voting, while education, occupational status and gender are still 

non-significant. Second, when controlling for the political cultural variables, all the 

mobilisational variables (civil society organisation, party identification, discussing and 

religiosity) retain their significant and positive relationships with voting (while ethnic 

identity remains non-significant).  

Among the four cultural variables that are added, political interest and social or inter-

personal trust all show a positive and significant relationship with electoral 

participation. Thus, those who claim to be politically interested are 26 percent more 

likely to vote than those who lack political interest, and those who claim to be socially 

trustful are respectively are 26 percent likely to vote than those who are not trustful.  

However, in Model III political trust displays a non-significant but positive relationship 

with vote choice. Finally, the surprise finding is the non-significant and negative 

relationship between political efficacy and electoral participation; that is compared to 

people who are not efficacious, individuals who are more efficacious are less likely to 

vote.  

In the next model (Model IV) we add the rational choice variables. With each variable 

controlling for the other, only age continues to have a positive and significant impact on 
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voting; as in Models I-III, the effects of education, occupational status and gender 

remain non-significant. Similarly, nothing changes in respect of the mobilisational 

factors, which all retain their significance for voting, with the exception of ethnic 

identity that continues to be non-significant for electoral participation. As for the 

cultural variables, only political interest and social trust maintain a positive and 

significant relationship with voting. The significant effect of political trust in Model II 

is completely wiped out in this model. Political efficacy still shows a non-significant 

relationship with voting. Shifting to the rational choice variables themselves, only 

satisfaction with democracy shows a positive and significant relationship with voting. 

Citizens who are satisfied with their country’s democracy are 20 percent more likely to 

vote than those who are not. Other than this, the only sign of an effect is that people 

who think the national economy has stayed about better are significantly less likely to 

vote than those who feel it has got worse.  

In the final model (Model V), we now complete the picture by adding the contextual 

country-level variables. When the contextual variables are added, there is an 

improvement in the estimates of some of the individual-level factors. Beginning with 

the resource variables, occupational status and gender are still non-significant, but one 

of the education categories (higher education) becomes positive and significant; those 

who experience higher education are more likely to vote than those who only have 

primary education. As has been the case throughout, age is the only variable that remain 

unchanged; its effect on voting is still positive and significant, with young voters being 

less likely to turn out than older voters. Controlling for the contextual effects on voting, 

all of the mobilisational variables (party identification, civil society organisation, 

religiosity, and discussing politics) are positive and significant; however, ethnic identity 

is non-significant. In this final model with respect to the political cultural variables, 
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political interest is significant and positive. Political trust, whose relationship with 

voting in Model IV was non-significant, is now positive and significant. However, 

social trust - which had a positive sign and significant value all through Models I – IV - 

is now non-significant, along with political efficacy.  

Looking at the rational choice variables in Model V, we see that satisfaction with 

democracy, which had a significant effect on voting in Model IV, is now no longer 

significant. Moreover, perception of the country’s economic condition generally shows 

a non-significant relationship with voting, although one of the categories - for citizens 

who consider their country’s economic condition to be same - has a significant but 

negative sign; these respondents are less likely to vote than those who feel the economy 

has worsened. This suggests that those who are dissatisfied with the national economy 

can be mobilized into voting for non-governing parties in protest. Rounding up the story 

of these rational choice variables, our data also point to a non-significant relationship 

between individual living conditions and voting.  

Considering the contextual and country levels variables that are entered in model V, it is 

evident that the holding of concurrent elections shows a positive and overall significant 

effect on voting. Voters who live in countries where both presidential and legislative 

elections are held concurrently are much more likely to vote than those who live in 

democracies where the elections are not concurrent. Similarly, two institutional 

variables (disproportionality and regime type) portray a statistically significant but 

negative sign with electoral participation. The result with regards to these variables are 

not that surprising.  

First, beginning with regime type, our data shows that compared to citizens who live in 

presidential democracies, those who live in parliamentary democracies are less likely to 
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vote. With respect to disproportionality, our data reveals that the more disproportional 

the system, the less people turnout – so the more proportional the more they turnout, as 

expected. Finally, closeness of election reveals a non-significant relationship with 

voting, with the results indicating that compared to voters who live in countries where 

the elections are not considered to be close or competitive, those who live in countries 

where the elections are close are less likely to vote.  

 

7.5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

In order to expand research on electoral participation in the Africa region, we have used 

the Afrobarometer data to provide an answer to the central question guiding this study, 

which is: why do people vote in new democracies? Using a combination of 

Afrobarometer’s individual-level survey data and some additional variables relating to 

country-level institutional context, our focus has been on eight sub-Saharan African 

countries. In our analyses of who votes in these countries, we proposed a series of 

factors that are drawn from five major theoretical perspectives to explain what influence 

people’s propensity to turn out at the polls. Having identified the relevant variables 

from previous and empirical research on electoral behaviour and political participation 

in the established democracies of Western Europe and America, we have been able to 

test the impact of these variables through a series of multivariate logistic regressions. 

The results enable us to distinguish variables that have been found not to be significant, 

certain or clear from those which have strong and significant effects on electoral 

participation. 

First, beginning with the variables that were found to be non-significant or whose effect 

on voting was unclear, we start with the socio-demographic variables or the resource 
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model. Gender and occupational status were found to be non-significant all through our 

models (Model I – Model V). Regarding education, we did not find any significant 

relationship between education and electoral participation until the full model (Model 

V), when we observed that people with higher educational backgrounds were more 

likely to vote compared to poorly or less educated people. Turning to mobilisational 

variables, our data did not show any significant relationship between ethnic identity and 

electoral participation. Moving to political culture variables, the effect of political 

efficacy on electoral participation was consistently non-significant across our five 

models. Similarly, social trust had a non-significant effect on voting. Turning to the 

rational choice variables, there was non-significant effect of satisfaction with 

democracy, country’s economic condition and individual economic condition on 

electoral participation. Last but not the least, with respect to the contextual level 

variables, closeness of election had a non-significant and negative effect on voting. 

What of the variables that do matter for turnout in Africa? The only socio-demographic 

variable that had a positive and significant effect on voting across models I – V was age. 

It was clear that middle-aged adults and elderly people tend to participate at higher rates 

than young people. The mobilisational variables have a consistently strong impact: civil 

society organisation, party identification, discussing politics and religiosity all show a 

very positive and significant effect on voting. Although the exact level of significance 

of these variables varies from one model to another, it is clear that they are all 

significant for electoral participation. Thus, one of the clear take-home messages of this 

analysis is that in general terms the mobilisational variables have a very powerful effect. 

Two political cultural attitudes, political interest and political trust, have a significant 

effect on propensity to vote in elections. Finally, aspects of a country’s institutional 

contexts clearly matter as well: specifically, holding proportional electoral systems, 
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presidentialism, and concurrently held presidential and parliamentary elections all tend 

to inspire citizens to turn out and vote. 
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CHAPTER 8 

WHO VOTES IN EAST ASIA? 

 

Having concluded with the empirical analysis of who votes across the other regions 

(Western Europe, Eastern Europe and sub-Saharan Africa), we now turn our focus to 

address the same question across a number of East Asia electoral democracies. The 

importance of paying attention to the question why some people are willing to get 

involved in electoral politics, while others are not in this region has been addressed by a 

number of scholars; Pietsch, Miller and Karp (2015, p.5) argue that East Asia is a 

frontline region for the spread and consolidation of democracy, as it includes a large 

amount of new democracies as well as electoral authoritarian regimes that may 

gradually become more competitive. Moreover, the region also includes a remarkable 

variation in regime types. Chang and Yen-Chen Tang (2013, p.87) grouped the various 

regimes in East Asia into modern democracies, electoral democracies, electoral 

authoritarian and one-party authoritarian states. Furthermore, Levitsky and Way (2010) 

and Boix (2011) contend that the relatively high level of economic development in East 

Asia makes the region a perfect context for democratic consolidation. Given that 

research on voting behaviour in East Asia is still developing, it is a good case on which 

to focus in this thesis why people engage in electoral politics. This chapter is therefore 

structured as the previous ones; we begin with concise description of our data and 

operationalisation of the empirical indicators, followed by the empirical analysis, and 

finally we round up with a summary conclusion of our findings. 
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8.1 DATA AND OPERATIONALISATION  

Being interested in the extent to which both individual and institutional factors can help 

explain citizens’ propensity to turnout in elections across electoral democracies in East 

Asia, we depend on an extensive collection of individual survey data for East Asian 

countries that is derived from the AsiaBarometer. The AsiaBarometer is an applied 

research program that aims to gauge public opinion on issues such as political values, 

democracy, and governance across Asia. In this thesis, I draw on wave 2 of the 

AsiaBarometer, conducted in 2005 – 2008, covering four countries in East Asia (i.e. 

Japan
18

, South Korea, Taiwan and Mongolia) and including a total of 5,077 voting age 

individuals. As in previous chapters, I begin by specifying how each of the relevant 

variables has been operationalised and measured here. 

Beginning with the socio-demographic resource variables, respondent’s level of 

education is captured by a survey question that asks about the highest level of education 

that individuals have completed or achieved. I have coded education into three 

categories: primary (coded 0), secondary (coded 1) and higher education (coded as 2), 

with primary education being the reference category against which all other category are 

compared. Gender and age are also included in our analysis (i.e. similar coding as in the 

other regions). Finally, the last resource variable that we include in our model 

estimation is socio-economic status. In the AsiaBarometer, this question is captured 

through a question that looks at respondent’s monthly household income. Socio-

                                                           
18

 As previously mentioned, Japan cannot be considered as a new democracy given its status as a 

relatively well-established democracy. However, because of the fewness of cases and the need for 

generalisation Japan is included. This notwithstanding in the analysis that follows, we compare the effects 

of inclusion and exclusion of the Japanese case. 
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economic status was therefore indicated by the relative levels of household income 

measured in quintiles (from lowest quintile to top quintile) with the lowest income 

quintile as our reference category.  

Pertaining to mobilisational variables, beginning with party identification, in the 

AsiaBarometer, party identification is captured by a survey question which asks the 

respondents if they feel close to any political party. I collapse the responses to this 

question into two categories, where a value of 0 is attributed if respondents do not feel 

close to any political party (reference category) and a value of 1 if voters feel close to a 

political party. Turning our attention to civil society organisations, this variable is 

measured by a question which asks respondents if they are members of any 

organisation. I recoded this variable where a value of 0 is assigned if respondents are 

not members of any organisation and a value of 1 if voters declared themselves to be 

members of an organisation, with the non-member category taken as our reference 

category against which all other categories are compared.  

Religiosity is measured by a standard question that asks: would you describe yourself as 

very religious? Responses can be very religious, moderately religious, slightly religious 

and not religious at all. We maintain the four main categories but coded not religious at 

all as 0 (our reference category), slightly religious is coded as 1, moderately religious is 

coded as 2 and very religious is coded as 3, while don’t know, don’t understand and 

decline to answer responses are all treated as missing values. Finally, ‘discussing 

politics’ is captured by a question which asks respondents the following question: when 

you get together with friends or family, would you say you discuss politics or political 

matters? I recoded this value as follows: never is coded as 0 (reference category), 

occasionally discuss politics is coded as 1 and frequently discuss politics is coded as 2.  
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With respect to the cultural variables, in the AsiaBarometer, political trust is measured 

by a question which asks respondents how much trust they have for the national 

government. Responses can be: None at all, not very much trust, quite a lot of trust, a 

great deal of trust. We coded political trust into a dummy variable, where none at all and 

not very much trust are coded as 0 (No trust), our reference category, while quite a lot 

of trust and a great deal of trust are coded as 1 (trust). Turning to social trust, in the 

AsiaBarometer, this question is capture by a survey question which asked respondents 

the following question: would you say that most people can be trusted or that you must 

be very careful in dealing with people? ‘You must be very careful’ is treated as having 

no social trust and coded as 0 (reference category), while ‘most people can be trusted’ is 

treated as having social trust and coded as 1.  

Moving to political interest, this variable is captured as follows: How interested would 

you say you are in politics? Respondents had to decide between four categories: Not at 

all interested, not very interested, somewhat interested and very interested. These 

responses are collapsed into a dummy variable; not at all interested and not very 

interested are regarded as not interested in politics and coded as 0 (reference category), 

while somewhat interested and very interested are regarded as being interested in 

politics and coded as 1. Finally, the last of the cultural variables, political efficacy, is 

captured by a question about whether politics and government seem so complicated that 

you cannot really understand what going on. Political efficacy is also coded into a 

dummy variable; respondents who agreed that politics and government seem 

complicated are treated as having no efficacy and coded as 0, while respondents who 

answer that politics is not complicated are treated as being efficacious and coded as 1. 
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Turning to the rational choice variables, beginning with satisfaction with democracy, 

the AsiaBarometer captures this variable by a survey question which asks respondents 

the following: How satisfied are you with the way democracy works in your country? 

Not all satisfied, not very satisfied, fairly/quite satisfied and very satisfied. Respondents 

who declared that they were not all satisfied and not very satisfied were treated as not 

satisfied and coded as 0, while respondents who say they were either fairly/quite 

satisfied and very satisfied were all treated as being satisfied and coded as 1, with not 

being satisfied with democracy being the reference category. Turning to the country’s 

economic condition, this variable is captured in the AsiaBarometer as follows: How 

would you describe the change in the economic condition of our country over the last 

years? Respondents are invited to choose between the following categories: much worse 

now, a little worse now, about the same, a little better now and much better now. We 

collapse this variable into three categories: worse, same and better. Much worse now 

and a little worse now are coded as 0 (reference category), about the same is coded as 1, 

and a little better now and much better now are coded as 2.  

Moving to the last of the rational choice variables, individual’s economic condition, this 

is measured in the AsiaBarometer as follows: How would you compare the current 

economic condition of your family with what it was a few years ago? Respondents are 

given the chance to choose between different response options: much worse now, a little 

worse now, about the same, a little better now and much better now. We once again 

collapse this variable into three categories: worse, same and better. Much worse now/a 

little worse now are coded as 0 (reference category), about the same is coded as 1, and a 

little better now/much better now are coded as 2. 
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Finally, the following institutional variables are included on our model estimation. 

Beginning with concurrent elections, we measure this variable by looking at whether or 

not legislative and presidential elections are held concurrently. A dummy variable is 

created to measure the effect of this variable on electoral participation, with a value of 0 

if elections are not concurrent (reference category) and a value of 1 where elections are 

held concurrently. The expectation is that concurrent elections will generate a higher 

propensity to vote. We measure closeness of elections as in previous chapters: For 

parliamentary democracies, this is defined as the difference in seat shares between the 

top two parties winning seats in the legislature. I take a 5 percent difference in seat 

shares as the threshold between the top two parties: less than this is a ‘close election’ 

and more than this is not close (with not a close election as the reference category). For 

presidential contests, the share of the popular vote replaces seats shares for this 

measure. The type of political system is operationalised as a dummy variable, coding 1 

for parliamentary democracies and 0 for presidential democracies or other types of 

regimes operating within the region (with presidential/other regimes types being our 

reference category). Finally, with respect to the electoral system, our theoretical 

preposition was that PR system would foster people’s propensity to turnout.  

However, this variable proves for this limited number of East Asian democracies simply 

because there exists little variation across the four countries (i.e. they are all mixed 

electoral systems). Even so, to retain as much consistency as possible across the geo-

political regions that we are modelling, we include the level of disproportionality as 

measured rely of the Gallagher Index (least square index). To recap briefly, this index 

ranges from 0 to 100, the lower the index value, the lower the disproportionality of 

outcome, and vice versa.  
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8.2 WHO VOTES IN EAST ASIA? INDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL 

EXPLANATIONS  

The empirical investigation of who votes in East Asian democracies is structured in the 

manner outlined in the previous chapters (i.e. chapters 5, 6 and 7). Thus, we begin by 

breaking down the citizen’s decision of whether to vote along the lines of the five main 

theoretical models, by building a series of very simple logistic regressions that takes 

into accounts separately the effect of each theoretical model in predicting people’s 

propensity to vote, before concluding with an expanded logit estimation that 

incorporates both levels into a single model by building on a step by step basis.  

 

8.3 INDIVIDUAL LEVEL DETERMINANTS OF ELECTORAL 

PARTICIPATION 

To recap, the individual level determinants of electoral participation can be categorised 

under four main theoretical perspectives: resource, mobilisation, psychological and 

rational choice.  

8.3.1 The Effect of Socio-Demographic Resource Factors on Voting  

We begin our empirical exploration of who votes in East Asian democracies with a 

modest baseline model consisting of the effect on the socio-demographic resource 

variables (age, income, education and gender) on vote choice. The result is shown in 

Table 8.1 below.  
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Table 8.1: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Age, Education, Gender 

and Income 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit) Nagelkerke R-Square .082, Model chi-square 211.919 

 

Beginning with age, there is a highly significant overall effect on vote choice in East 

Asian democracies. Thus, compared to young people, older people (middle-aged adults 

and elderly people) are significantly more likely to vote. The (ExpB) odd ratios indicate 

that middle-aged adults and older people are respectively 2.9 and 7.1 times more likely 

to vote than younger people. Turning to education, only one of the education dummies 

(secondary education) is statistically significant, while higher education is insignificant. 

However, the logistic regression coefficient of the two education dummies has a 

negative sign, signifying that compared to those with primary education, those with 

secondary and higher education are less likely to vote.  

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  .867 .0005 2.381 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAHPIC VARIABLES  

Age (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults  1.076 .0005 2.932 

Elderly  1.968 .0005 7.159 

Education (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  -.381 .003  .683 

Higher education  -.206 .179  .813 

Income (reference: lowest income quartile)  

2
nd

 income quartile  .116 .391 1.123 

3
rd

 income quartile  -.007 .957   .993 

4
th

 income quartile  .008 .553 1.092 

Top income quartile  .207 .185 1.230 

Gender (reference: women) 

Men  .168 .050 1.183 
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Turning to income, our result reveals a non-significant relationship between the various 

income quartiles and vote choice in East Asia countries. However, a closer look at the 

parameters (B coefficients) of the higher income quartiles are mainly positive, 

indicating those with a higher household income are more likely to vote than those with 

a lower household income, with odds ratio confirming that those in the top income 

quartile are 23 percent more likely to vote than those in the lowest household income 

quartile. Finally, the relationship between gender and vote is significant, at the 0.05 

level, with the odds ratio indicating that men are 18 percent more likely to participate 

than women. Interestingly, when this model is run excluding Japan, we realise that the 

statistically significant effects of age on vote choice still hold (i.e. older adults are still 

more likely to vote compare to young people). Moving to education and socio-economic 

status, the regression coefficient of for both variables remain unchanged. Finally, the 

only difference is that gender which was significant at 0.05 level is now completely 

non-significant
19

.   

8.3.2 The Effect of Mobilisational Factors on Electoral Participation    

We now examine the effects of the mobilisational variables in predicting people’s 

decision of whether or not to vote. The results of this logit regression that takes into 

account the effect of civils society organisation, party identification, religiosity and 

discussing politics are reported in Table 8.2.  

 

 

                                                           
19 Details of this discrete model for the three East Asian countries (i.e. South Korea, Taiwan and 

Mongolia) excluding Japan are available on request.  
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Table 8.2: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Civil Society 

Organisations, Party Identification, Discussing Politics, and Religiosity  

MODELS/VARIABLES B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.156 .0005 3.179 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES 

Civil Society Organisation .536 .0005 1.709 

Party Identification  .424 .0005 1.528 

Discussing (reference: never discuss politics) 

Occasionally  .129 .354 1.138 

Frequently  .226 .299 1.253 

Religiosity (reference: Not religious at all)  

Slightly religious  .532 .0005 1.702 

Moderately religious  .566 .0005 1.761 

Very religious  .466 .04 1.593 

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regressions Nagelkerke R squared = .036, Model chi- Square = 58.089, 

Model sig. = .843 

 

The result presented in Table 8.2 show highly significant effects of civil society 

organisation, party identification and religiosity on vote choice in East Asian 

democracies.  Moreover, the parameter estimates for these factors are all positive, so an 

increase in the value of any of the variables is associated with an increase in the 

likelihood of voting. The odds ratio conveys that compared to voters who are non-union 

members, those who are union members are 70 percent more likely to vote. Similarly, 

compared to non-party identifiers, voters with party ties are 52 percent more likely to 

vote. Looking at religion, those who are more religious are clearly more likely to 

participate than those who declared not to be religious at all. With respect to discussing 

politics, our data shows a non-significant relationship with vote
20

.  

                                                           
20 Important to note is that there seems to be no change or variations with respect to the relationships 

between these mobilisation variables and voting even when Japan is excluded from the analysis.   
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8.8.3 The Effect of Culture Variables on Electoral Participation  

Turning our attention to examine the effects of political culture variables on voting. 

Table 8.3 presents a basic multivariate regression which takes- into account the effect of 

political efficacy, political interest, political trust and social trust on voting.  

 

Table 8.3: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Political Efficacy and 

Political Interest, Political Trust and Social Trust     

Note: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared = .023, Model chi-square = 

5.173. 713, Model sig. = .739 

 

Table 8.3 reveals the following results with respect to the effect of political culture 

variables on voting in East Asia. First, there are highly statistically significant 

relationships between political interest, political trust and voting in these countries, with 

the odds ratios indicating that, compared to individuals who are not interested in 

politics, those who are more interested are twice more likely to turn out, and compared 

to citizens who are lack trust in the government, those who are more trustful are 46 

percent most likely to vote in elections. Turning to the remaining two political culture 

variables, political efficacy, perhaps surprisingly reveals a non-significant relationship 

with voting. Moreover, the logistic regression coefficient is negative, indicating that 

                                                                                                                                                                          
 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.257 .0005 3.513 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political efficacy  -.168 .064 .846 

Political interest  .700 .0005 2.014 

Political trust  .382 .0005 1.465 

Social trust  .078 .418 1.081 
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those who are less efficacious seem more likely to participate compared to people who 

are politically efficacious. Similarly, our data tells of an insignificant relationship 

between social trust and voting, albeit in the expected positive direction. However, 

when you run this model excluding Japan, political interest and trust still have a positive 

and significant relationship with vote choice across the East Asian cases. On the other 

hand, of the two remaining variables: efficacy and social trust, the relationship between 

voting and efficacy is yet again negative and insignificant, while inter-personal trust 

assumes the non-significant but positive relationship with voting.  

 

8.3.4 The Impact of Rational Choice Model on Electoral Participation  

We proceed by running a logit model that looks at the effects of the rational choice 

variables on electoral participation. The results obtained are presented in Table 8.4.  

Table 8.4: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Satisfaction with 

Democracy, Country Economic Condition and Individual Economic Condition. 

 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  1.528 .0005 4.610 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES 

Satisfaction with democracy  .207 .012 1.230 

Country Economy (reference: worse) 

Country economic condition (same) .037 .725 1.038 

Country economic condition (better)  .335 .002 1.398 

Individual Economy (reference: worse)    

Individual living condition (same) -.112 .247 .894 

Individual living condition (better) -.082 .486 .731 



290 

 

 

 

Considering the result in Table 8.4, the following inferences can be drawn. First, 

beginning with satisfaction with democracy, there is a positive and significant overall 

effect of satisfaction with democracy on electoral participation, with people who are 

satisfied with the country’s democratic system being 23 percent more likely to vote than 

those who are less satisfied. Secondly, turning to the country’s economic condition, we 

observe that one of the categories (economic condition being same) has a non-

significant sign, while the other (economic condition being better) is statistically 

significant. Thus, those who have a more positive evaluation of their country’s economy 

are significantly more likely to vote than those who feel it has got worse, as expected. 

Finally, turning to the individual respondent’s personal economic condition, our result 

depicts a non-significant and negative relationship with voting. Although this is non-

significant, this relationship runs in the opposite direction to the impact of perceived 

national economic performance; individuals who consider their living conditions to be 

worse are more likely to vote than those who either consider their living condition to be 

same or better
21

.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
21

 We yet again run a separate model in which Japan is excluded, nevertheless there seem to the no 

change.  
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8.4 CONTEXTUAL LEVEL DETERMINANTS OF ELECTORAL 

PARTICIPATION  

Having concluded with the individual determinants of voting, we now turn to the 

contextual level factors that might impact on people’s propensity to vote. The variables 

tested again include regime type, concurrent elections, closeness of election and 

disproportionality. The effects of these contextual variables on electoral participation 

are presented in Table 8.5.  

 

Table 8.5: Multivariate Model of Electoral Participation: Closeness of Election, 

Concurrent Elections and Regime Type 

 

 NOTE: Cell entries are all logistic regression (logit), Nagelkerke R squared =.036, Model chi-square 

 =102, 426, Model sig. = .0005 

 

Table 8.5 shows statistically significant and positive relationships between each of these 

institutional factors and propensity to vote in East Asia. Beginning with 

close/competitive elections, those living in countries where the elections are considered 

close are 14 times more likely to vote than those living in countries where elections are 

not considered to be close races. Secondly, individuals living in countries where the 

elections are held concurrently are 13 times more likely to vote; individuals living in 

parliamentary democracies are 16 times more likely to vote compared to those living in 

non-parliamentary regimes; and finally, the least square index reveals that the odds of 

voting increase by 21 percent for every unit increase in disproportionality in the 

electoral system. 

MODEL/VARIABLES  B Sig  Exp (B) 

Constant  -3.944 .091 .019 

Closeness of election  2.648 .031 14.122 

Concurrent elections  2.596 .002 13.417 

Political system  2.816 .002 16.703 

Disproportionality  .194 .034 1.214 
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8.5 MAIN REGRESSION RESULTS  

Having concluded with our basic logit regressions of all five models in predicting 

people decision to engage in politics, we now move to the expanded logistic regression 

analysis. As in previous chapters, we run sequential logit estimations of electoral 

participation in East Asia (Table 8.6). Model I include socio-demographic resource 

factors, while model II adds mobilisation variables, model III political cultural variables 

and model IV adds the rational choice factors. Model V adds political- institutional 

effects, and is therefore the complete model incorporating individual and institutional 

contextual explanations of people’s propensity to vote in elections.  
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Table 8.6: Logistic Regression of Electoral Participation – East Asian Democracies  

MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 

 

B         Sig     ExpB  B        Sig      ExpB B          Sig    ExpB B         Sig   ExpB B          Sig   ExpB 

 

Constant  1.083   .0005 3.060 .274    .340    1.316 .178     .550   1.194 .141   .661   1.151 -5.138   .067  .006 

RESOURCE/SOCIO-DEMOGRAHPIC VARIABLES   

AGE (reference: young people)  

Middle-aged adults  1.294 .0005   3.649 1.169  .0005  3.219 1.189 .0005   3.283 1.198 .0005 3.313  1.289 .0005  3.628 

Elderly people  2.433 .0005 11.338 2.255  .0005  9.533 2.289 .0005   9.868 2.295 .0005 9.921 2.437 .0005 11.441 

EDUCATION (reference: primary education) 

Secondary education  -.433   .034     .649 -.456      .03    .634 -.424   .042     .654 -.426   .041   .653    -.396     .06    .673  

Higher education  -.480   .040     .619 -.576    .016    .562 -.529     .03     .584 -.543   .025   .581 -.573     .02    .564 

SES - Household Income (reference: lowest income quartile) 

2
nd

 income quartile  .318      .12    1.374 .329       .11   1.389 .352      .09    1.422 .357      .09  1.430 .436      .04   1.546 

3
rd

 Income quartile  .149      .54    1.161 .168       .42   1.183 .204      .33    1.227 .205      .33  1.228 .336      .12   1.400 

4
th

 Income quartile  .461      .04    1.586 .409       .07   1.505 .441      .05    1.555 .435      .06  1.545 .573    .014   1.773 

Top income quartile   .385      .09    1.470 .343       .13   1.409 .374      .10    1.453 .375      .11  1.455 .537    .023   1.711 

GENDER (reference: women) 

Men  .156      .23    1.169 .151       .25   1.163 .158      .23    1.172 .149      .33  1.161 .143      .39   1.154 
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MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 

 

B       Sig       ExpB  B        Sig      ExpB B         Sig     ExpB B        Sig    ExpB B          Sig    ExpB 

 

MOBILISATION VARIABLES  

Civil society organisation  .193       .27    1.213 .195      .26     1.216 .206     .24  1.229 .214      .22   1.239 

Party Identification  .310       .02    1.363 .265      .05     1.302 .264     .05  1.302 .293      .04   1.340 

Discussing politics (reference: never discuss politics)  

Occasionally discuss politics    .325       .05    1.384 .288      .09     1.334 .281     .09  1.325 .198      .32   1.219 

Frequently discuss politics  .435       .08    1.545 .365      .25     1.440 .350     .25  1.419 .251      .34   1.286 

Religiosity (reference: Not religious at all)  

Slightly religious    .609   .0005    1.838 .621  .0005     1.861 .621 .0005  1.860 .493    .006   1.638 

Moderately religious  .600   .0005    1.822 .578    .001     1.783 .573   .001  1.774   .519    .003   1.681 

Very religious  .488     .054    1.630 .466      .07     1.594 .453     .08  1.573 .438      .09   1.550 

POLITICAL CULTURE VARIABLES  

Political efficacy   .057      .70     1.056 .061     .28  1.062 .114      .43   1.120 

Political Interest  .080      .66     1.083 .083     .20  1.087 .148      .31   1.160 

Political Trust  .209      .13     1.233 .187     .20  1.205 .086      .68   1.090 

Social Trust  -.204    .26       .815 -.216    .15   .806 -.196     .20     .822 
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MODELS/VARIABLES  Model I 

 

Model II 

 

Model III 

 

Model IV 

 

Model V 

 

B         Sig     ExpB  B         Sig      ExpB B          Sig    ExpB B        Sig    ExpB B         Sig    ExpB 

 

RATIONAL CHOICE VARIABLES   

Satisfaction with democracy     

  

  

  .106    .43   1.112 .116    .45     1.123 

Country Economy (reference: worse)  

Country economic condition (same) -.161   .26    .851 -.169   .48       .844 

Country economic condition (better) -.055   .74    .946 -.138   .49       .887 

Individual Economy (reference: worse)    

Individual living condition (same) .058    .72   1.060  .030    .95    1.031 

Individual living condition (better)  .072    .77   1.075 -.034   .99       .966 

CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES   

Closeness of election   2.656   .07  14.243 

Concurrent elections  2.385   .02  10.856 

Regime type  2.372   .03  10.715 

disproportionality   .172   .11    1.192 

Chi-Square Improvement (df) 136.015 (9) 30.053 (7) 4.740 (4) 1.604 (5) 17.809 (4) 
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8.6 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of the logistic regression of who votes in East Asia are reported in Table 8.6. 

Discussion of Results – Model I 

We begin with a simple socio-demographic model (Model I) that takes into 

consideration the effects of age, education, household income and gender on electoral 

participation. This baseline model (Model I) yields a chi-square of 138.15, which is 

highly significant (p<.0005), indicating that by adding socio-demographic variables to 

the model we improve our prediction of whether or not any given individual will vote 

than by simply guessing on the basis of whether or not the majority of respondents do 

so. A closer look at the parameter estimates confirms that there are highly significant 

overall effects of age and income (i.e. only the 4
th

 income quartile) on voting in East 

Asian democracies. Thus, compared to young people, older people (middle-aged adults 

and elderly people) are significantly more likely to vote. The (ExpB) odd ratios indicate 

that middle-age adults and older people are respectively 3.6 and 11 times more likely to 

vote than younger people. Similarly, those with a higher household income are more 

likely to vote than those with a lower household income, with the odds ratio confirming 

that those in the fourth income quartile are 58 percent more likely to vote than those in 

the lowest household income quartile. Turning to education, two of the education 

categories (secondary and higher education) are statistically significant. However, their 

logistic regression coefficients have negative signs, indicating that compared to those 

with primary education, those with secondary and higher education are significantly less 

likely to vote, which runs counter to our expectation, although it is in line with some of 

the previous research (Bratton et al. 2010). Finally, the relationship between gender and 

voting is non-significant.  
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Discussion of Results – Model II 

In the next model (Model II) we proceed by adding mobilisation variables to the model 

that already consist of socio-demographic variables. This model shows that the impact 

of the socio-demographic variables is partly mediated by the mobilisation variables, as 

revealed by the increase in some of the effects of the socio-demographic characteristics. 

For example, looking at household income, the introduction of the mobilisation 

predictors renders all of the household income categories statistically non-significant.  

Turning to age, we observe that age remains statistically significant and in a positive 

direction, which indicates that its effect on people’s decision of whether to vote or not is 

unaffected by the mobilisational variables that we introduce into the model. Finally, 

there is no change between gender and education on electoral participation in East Asia, 

as the result continues to be non-significant. Worth mentioning is that when we run the 

model excluding Japan, there seem to be no change as only age tend to matter for 

electoral politics across this region. With regards to the four mobilisational variables 

that are added, party identification, discussing politics and religiosity are all positive (as 

expected) and statistically significant, but civil society organisation has an insignificant 

impact on voting. The odd ratios indicate that voters who declared themselves to be 

party identifiers are 36 percent more likely to vote than those who are non-party 

identifiers, while those who discuss politics occasionally are 38 percent more likely to 

participate than those who never discuss politics, and those who declare themselves to 

be very religious are 63 percent more likely to vote than those who are not religious.   

Discussion of Results – Model III 

In our next model (Model III), we add the political culture variables. When these 

political culture variables are added, we find that the impact of age remains unchanged 
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in significance and direction. Meanwhile education remains statistically significant and 

negative. As for household income, most of the categories are insignificant with the 

continuing exception of the fourth income quintile that is significant and positive; the 

impact of age is also unchanged. Turning to the mobilisation variables, we observe little 

or no change from the previous model, with party identifiers, those who occasionally 

discuss politics and being religious remaining statistically significant, while the effect of 

civil society organisation on voting is still non-significant. The surprise finding 

regarding the political culture variables that are entered in Model III (political efficacy, 

political interest, trust and social trust) is that all of these variables prove to be non-

significant for voting in the East Asia region, although they do at least produce 

parameters that run in the expected direction; that is all of the political culture factors 

with the exception of social trust do have a positive impact on voting. Thus, those who 

feel themselves to be politically efficacious are slightly more likely to participate (5 

percent); those who claim to be politically interested are 8.3 percent more likely to vote; 

and politically trustful individuals are 23.3 percent more likely to vote than non-trustful 

individuals. Nevertheless, the non-significance of each of these factors is the most 

striking finding because it does not confirm with the majority of previous research 

findings from other parts of the world.    

Discussion of Results – Model IV 

In the next Model (Model IV), we add the rational choice variables. Beginning with the 

socio-demographic variables, age is the only variable that retains a statistically 

significant (and positive) relationship with voting. Once we control for the rational 

choice factors, only party identification and being religious retain significant and 

positive effects on voting among the mobilisational factors. The remaining 

mobilisational variables (civil society organisation and discussing politics) are 
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essentially non-significant. With respect to the cultural variables, there is no change in 

the parameter estimates as all these variables have a non-significant relationship voting; 

all except are positively signed except social trust. Turning to the rational choice 

variables that are added in Model IV, none of them are significant influences on voting. 

Two of the variables (satisfaction with democracy and personal living conditions) reveal 

a non-significant but positive association with voting in East Asia, while national 

economic evaluation shows a non-significant and negative relationship between with 

vote choice.  

Discussion of Results – Model V 

In the final model (Model V), we add the institutional country-level variables. This 

model is more interesting as it enables us to see how the individual level determinants 

of voting will fare in a model that now controls for contextual level variables. 

Beginning with the socio-demographic resource factors, we observe a highly significant 

overall effect of age and income on voting in East Asian democracies. Thus, it is 

confirmed that compared to young people, older people are significantly more likely to 

vote even when controlling for all other influences in the full model.  Interestingly, most 

of the income categories now have significant influences on voting, with those on 

higher incomes more likely to vote than those with a lower household income to vote; 

for instance, those in the top income quartile are 71 percent more likely to vote than 

those in the lowest household income quartile. The effects of education and gender on 

voting in these countries remain unchanged from the previous models. Among the 

mobilisational variables, once we control for the institutional context, only party 

identification and religiosity retain significant and positive effects on voting, while the 

effects of civil society organisation and discussing politics are non-significant (but 

positive). With respect to the political culture variables (political efficacy, interest, 
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political and social trust), all of these variables have non-significant relationships with 

voting in the final model, although the direction of the relationships is positive for 

political efficacy, political interest and political trust, while social trust has a negative 

relationship with voting. Similarly, none of the rational choice factors (satisfaction with 

democracy, country and individual economic evaluations) reveal significant relationship 

with voting.  

Finally, regarding the institutional variables that are entered in Model V - closeness of 

election, concurrent election, regime type and disproportionality - all but the last of 

these prove to have positive and significant effects on the decision to vote. A closer 

look at these parameter estimates reveal the following: voters who live in countries 

where presidential and legislative elections are held concurrently are 10 times likely to 

vote than those who live in democracies where the elections are not concurrent. 

However, citizens who live in parliamentary democracies are 10 times more likely to 

vote than those who live in presidential or other forms of democracies; and voters are 

nearly 14 times more likely to vote when elections are considered to be close or 

competitive. However, one institutional factor is not significant for voting in East Asia; 

although the direction of the regression coefficient confirms that the lower the 

disproportionality of the electoral system, the more likely people are to vote in 

elections, it is not a significant effect. This is perhaps unsurprising given the relative 

lack of variation on this variable among our four cases.    
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8.7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  

Having tested the various types of effect on the decision to vote in four East Asian 

democracies, a number of conclusions can be reached which will enable us to compare 

findings with the models of electoral participation reported in other geo-political 

regions. First, beginning with the socio-demographic resource factors, age proves to be 

significant in the pooled East Asian data: older citizens are far more likely to vote than 

younger ones (as is generally true of established Western democracies).  

Turning to socio-economic status (i.e., household income), it was only in the final 

model (Model V) that almost all the income quartiles achieve a significant and positive 

relationship with voting. This would therefore suggest that there is some sort of 

consistency with the established democracies. However, moving to education, the result 

totally challenges the universal assertion in the established democracies that those with 

higher education tend to participate at a higher rate than those with lower levels of 

education. In fact, our results suggest that those with primary education are more likely 

to participate in electoral politics than those with higher levels of education.  

Second, being a party identifier and/or religious significantly increases the chances of 

an individual turning out to vote, as is also generally true in established democracies. 

While the effects of civil society organisation and discussing politics on voting 

generally challenge our theoretical expectation, they do at least produce parameters that 

are signed as we expected. Third, the political cultural attitudes and rational choice 

factors make little or no significance difference with respect to East Asian voters. Thus, 

evidence from established democracies with respect to the role of efficacy, interest, 

political/social trust, satisfaction with democracy and individual and country economic 

evaluations is not supported in the new democracies of East Asia. This therefore 
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suggests that this region is somehow unique, although final confirmation of this will 

only come with a wider comparison with new and emerging democracies in other 

regions. Fourth, and most striking – the impact of institutional context seems to confirm 

the general pattern of older democracies of Western Europe: in particular, 

parliamentarism and concurrently elections are highly significant drivers of electoral 

participation in East Asia.    
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CHAPTER 9 

A COMPARATIVE OVERVIEW OF WHO VOTES ACROSS THE 

FOUR REGIONS: ARE THE MODELS CONSISTENT? 

The core objectives of this thesis have been to explain what influences people to vote at 

an individual level and to establish how well the models of voter turnout developed in 

established democracies can travel to newer democracies. In order to do this, we have 

relied solely on models and theories that may be considered as ‘Western constructed’; 

this of course flags the importance of understanding how far these Western generated 

theories could travel to other contexts (i.e. new democracies). Having conducted the 

relevant empirical analysis, we are now in a position to address the key question: Does 

the theoretical explanation of voting derived from the experience of European voters 

(Western Europe) fit well the emerging democracies of Africa, East Asia and Eastern 

Europe? Drawing on the empirical results across the regions, this chapter looks 

systematically at whether the findings reported in the previous four chapters are 

generally consistent with each other? This will enable us to gauge how far Western-

derived models suit developing or emerging democracies. 

 

9.1 WHICH VARIABLES MATTERS AND IN WHICH CONTEXT?  

To compare and contrast the findings from Chapter 5 (Western Europe) with those of 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 (Africa, Eastern Europe and East Asian countries) I present the 

major effects for each regions side by side in a summary table. Table 9.1 does this by 

reporting the direction and significance of each of the individual and contextual effects 

for each of the four regions.   
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Table 9.1 Empirical Results of the Five Models /Variables on Voting Across the Four-Geopolitical Regions 

Models  Variables Western Europe   Central/East Europe Sub-Saharan Africa  East Asia 

 

 

Resource  

Model  

Age   +, Significant***  +, Significant*** +, Significant*** +, Significant*** 

Education  +, Significant*** +, Significant** +, Significant** -, Significant* 

SES Status +, Significant**  +, Significant*** +, Insignificant +, Significant** 

Gender  -, Insignificant  +, Insignificant  -, Insignificant  +, Insignificant  

 

 

Mobilisation 

Model  

Civil Society Organisation  +, Significant*** +, Significant** +, Significant** +, Insignificant  

Party Identification  +, Significant*** +, Significant*** +, Significant*** +, Significant* 

Religiosity  +, Insignificant +, Significant** +, Significant*** +, Significant** 

Discussing Politics  N/a +, Significant*** +, Significant** +, Insignificant 

Ethnic Identify  N/a N/a  +, Insignificant  N/a  

 

Political Culture  

Model  

Political efficacy  +, Significant** +, Significant* -, Insignificant  +, Insignificant 

Political Interest  +, Insignificant +, Significant**  +, Significant** +, Insignificant  

Political trust  N/a +, Significant* +, Significant** +, Insignificant 

Social trust  N/a +, Significant** +, Insignificant -, Insignificant  

 

Rational Choice  

Model  

Satisfaction with democracy  +, Significant** +, Insignificant +, Insignificant  +, Insignificant  

State of the economy  +, Insignificant  +, Insignificant -, Insignificant -, Insignificant 

Individual wellbeing  N/a  +, Significant* -, Insignificant  -, Insignificant  

 

Political/ Disproportionality  +, Insignificant  +, Significant*** -, Significant*** +, Insignificant  
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Significance: *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05. Direction: + = positive relationship, given the coding used. - = negative relationship, given coding used. Yellow highlighting 

indicates a variable for which it has not been possible to use identical question wording across all four regions (so there is a chance that any differences might simply be 

artifactual rather than substantive).     

Institutional  

Model  

Closeness of election  -, Significant  +, Significant***  -, Insignificant  +, Significant  

Concurrent elections  -, Insignificant  N/a  +, Significant** +, Significant** 

Political system type  +, Insignificant  -, Significant*** -, Significant*** +, Significant** 
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9.2 WHAT WE NOW KNOW  

How much consistency do we find across the four regions? Do the established models 

work equally well across all of these global regions, or only in some of them? And 

which explanatory variables seem to be most powerful? These questions are important 

for the following reasons: Firstly, because they enable us to identify which of the 

following scenarios is most applicable: whether there is something distinctive about 

voting at the individual level in new democracies generally, when compared to 

established democracies; whether there are no differences between Western Europe, 

Central/Eastern Europe, Africa and East Asia, but only general models of the widest 

application; whether new democracies in Eastern Europe, Africa and Asia generally 

resemble each other, but differ from the older democracies of Western Europe; or lastly, 

whether each region is unique in some way. Secondly, the question is important as it 

enables us to pinpoint whether some models are generally of little use, while others 

perform very strongly. In the section that follows, our task is geared towards providing 

answers to these questions by looking at each of these questions.  

 

9.2.1 How Much Consistency do we Find Across the Four Regions? 

In an attempt to provide an answer to this question, and by relying on the Table 9.1 

presented above, we proceed by systematically cross-checking each of the five main 

models across the four global regions. Thus, beginning with our baseline model (Socio-

Demographic Resource Model), age proves to be consistent across new democracies; as 

is generally true of established Western democracies, older citizens are far more likely 

to vote than younger ones. One implication of this result is that it undermines the 

demand by some advocates to reduce the voting age to 16 particularly with respect to 

sub-Saharan Africa (Juma, 2011). In fact, as shown by our results across the three geo-
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political regions (i.e. Eastern Europe, sub-Saharan Africa and East Asia) such decision 

to lower the voting age will not necessarily result in a higher participation rate of young 

people in electoral politics as these young individuals are revealed to be least likely to 

vote when we consider the socio-demographic variables separately, but more 

importantly their reluctance to turnout is clear even when individual level variables are 

combined with country level variables.  

Turning to education, a widely supported notion in the existing literature suggests that 

well-educated individuals are much more likely to turn out in elections than poorly 

educated citizens. However, the effect of education on voting shows some consistency 

only across three regions. In Western and Eastern Europe, and sub-Saharan Africa, our 

results show that turnout is highest among those with higher levels of education, but in 

East Asia it is highest among those with the lowest level of education (primary 

education). All of these effects are statistically significant, so education seems to matter 

everywhere, but East Asia stands out from the other regions in this respect. The non-

significant relationship between voting and education in East Asia echoes Gallego 

(2015), who rebuffs the general assertion that highly educated citizens turn out to vote 

at higher rates everywhere by proposing this in fact differs across countries and is 

dependent on a set of contextual features
22

. Thus, it will be therefore important for 

future studies to test whether the relationship between education and voting depends on 

regime type or on other country-level features such as voter registration. This is 

underlined by the fact that, in sub-Saharan Africa, education was only significant when 

combine with the contextual or country-level characteristics.  

                                                           
22

 for a review of this book, see Tambe (2017b). 
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Similarly, socio-economic status shows clear consistency across three regions judging 

from the significant relationship that is illustrated in the grid table with the exception of 

sub-Saharan Africa where the relationship was insignificant. Although, this is all the 

more striking since it has not been possible to use identical question wording to tap 

SES; in one way or another, it is evident to SES matters for turnout in East Asia and 

Western/Eastern European countries. Notwithstanding the non-significant relationship 

between voting and SES in Africa, this result implies two things: 1) Within tropical 

Africa low material status or SES does not pose as barrier to political engagement 

which is an unexpectedly positive finding given that inequality in political participation 

is often documented to be affected people socio-economic standings; 2) at the macro 

level, what this result shows is that democratic participation is just as likely to be 

establish and consolidate in poor and underdeveloped countries (i.e. sub-Saharan 

Africa) as in the rich and developed countries (see Przeworski et al. 2000). 

Finally, the last socio-demographic factor, gender, the most striking factor is that it is 

non-significant in all four regions, and is inconsistently signed across; gender should 

therefore be dismissed as a factor that influences turnout in any meaningful and 

consistent way. This result confirms the need for continuing research into the 

connection between gender and political behaviour. Research on the emergence of a 

'gender generation gap' in voting across established democracies shows how the 

political behaviour of women has been changing across the generations; this thesis 

suggests that it varies across countries and geo-political regions as well. Could this be in 

part because the changes that have driven the emerging 'gender-generation gap' in 

Western countries have not occurred at the same rate elsewhere? Moreover, these 

gender-related differences might not just affect conventional participation (voting) but 

equally impact on unconventional participation (i.e. signing petition, boycotting and 
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demonstration). In fact, revisiting the global gender differences in political participation 

will enable us to fully establish and be clearer if men or women tend to engage 

differently in political action. Overall, it is fair to say the socio-demographic resource 

factors are broadly important for electoral participation across the global regions, 

notwithstanding a few differences. In particular, age, class and (to some extent) 

education all serve to increase it. 

Secondly, if we turn to the mobilisational model, the effect of civil society organisation, 

party identification, discussing politics and religiosity have been tested across all four 

geo-political regions. The results obtained are better illustrated in Table 9.1 and, at face 

value, we are able to establish that the mobilisational model seems to work consistently 

across all four regions, judging from the positive direction with regard to each of the 

variables. However, if we decide to focus on the level of significance, is it quite clear 

this model is more consistent across the established democracies of Western Europe and 

new democracies of Central/Eastern Europe and sub-Saharan Africa countries, with 

East Asia democracies being slightly different. Of the mobilisational factors party 

identification, civil society organisational membership, religiosity and discussing 

politics are positive drivers of voting. Only ethnic identity (which we were in any case 

only able to test in Africa) falls short of theoretical expectations.  

The fact that these variables, most especially party identification, largely mirror those of 

western advanced democracies suggest that even in more patrimonial and clientelist 

environments like those of Africa and East Asia political parties do have a major role in 

ensuring the engagement of the citizenry in electoral politics. Thus, as cited by Webb 

and White (2007), this seems to confirm that one of the key functions that any stable 

and effective democracy might expect of parties – fostering political participation – is 
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largely fulfilled in emerging democracies. But the non-significant relationship between 

ethnic identity and voting in sub-Saharan Africa suggests that elections there are much 

more than mere ethnic censuses.    

Thirdly, moving to the political culture model, the surprising finding regarding the 

cultural variables that are tested (efficacy, interest, political trust and social trust) is that 

all these variables prove to be non-significant for voting in East Asia region, although 

they do produce some level of consistency with the other regions (Western Europe, 

Eastern Europe and Africa) by producing a number of parameters that run in the 

expected direction; that is, all of the cultural variables with the exception of social trust 

do have a positive direction with voting. Moreover, looking beyond the direction of the 

relationship, this model reveals to be more consistent in post-Communist states; slightly 

consistent in Sub-Saharan Africa cases; while East Asia democracies prove to be 

unique. The weakest of these effects is social trust, which only generates a significant 

coefficient in one region, and is inconsistently signed. Efficacy, political interest and 

political trust shows broadly similar signs, although they do not always achieve 

statistical significance. All said, one of the main implications of this result is that, given 

that interest about politics positively inspires people to go to the polls, as individuals 

continue to gain political knowledge and experience with the further consolidation of 

democracy across these emerging democracies, voters will be more likely to hold their 

government, leaders and policy-makers accountable. This is positive for the overall 

quality of   the democratic process.  

Fourthly, with respect to the rational choice model, we find little evidence of 

consistency or significant effects. At best, we might point to the consistent direction of 

the effect of satisfaction with democracy, but even then, it is not always significant. The 
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most appropriate conclusion would seem to be that rational choice factors do not work 

well in any of the regions, especially the newer democracies. How far this might be 

down to the lack of identical question wording across the regions in assessing the 

effects of these rational choice variables on electoral participation is impossible to 

determine, but we certainly cannot regard them as important. The implication of this 

results is that scholars might need to sidestep the “paradox of voting” black hole.  One 

can still make the argument that people who have higher relative benefits (in terms of 

clearer preferences between candidates) and lower costs (in terms of barriers to 

registration and voting) are more likely to vote, without getting consumed by the 

discussion of whether the marginal importance of each individual vote matters critically. 

Finally, turning to the political and institutional model, the picture is rather mixed. In 

some respects, the institutional model is more consistent across Eastern European, East 

Asian and African democracies than Western Europe; this is true of the staging of 

concurrent elections, for instance, while Africa and Eastern Europe resemble each other 

in terms of having higher individual level turnouts under presidentialism than under 

parliamentarism. However, our inability to put empirically all the institutional variables 

testing hampers the analysis of institutional effects, and overall, it is hard to identify any 

clear patterns here. What we can say is that this analysis does suggest that institutions 

are no guarantee of higher turnout, but there is a clear need for more context-specific 

analysis across and within countries. Detailed studies of particular cases should help in 

this regard.  

9.2.2 Do Established Models Work Equally Well Across All Regions?  

Having concluded the first question, where our task was to show how much consistency 

we find across the four regions, the next issue is to establish if the models works equally 
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well across all four global regions, or only in some of them? Answering this question is 

challenging because some variables seem to be very powerful in predicting people’s 

propensity to turn out while others do not.  

Notwithstanding these difficulties, we are able to confirm that the socio-demographic 

resource and mobilisational models seem to work equally well across the four geo-

political regions. Similarly, the political culture model generally seems to work well 

across older democracies of Western Europe and newer democracies of Eastern Europe 

and Africa, but has little or no significant impact in East Asian democracies. 

Additionally, the institutional model is harder to assess in general terms because of the 

inconsistency of findings, but there is some evidence of the effect of political system 

type and concurrent staging of elections in the newer democracies., while these factors 

seem to have less effect in Western European countries. An important caveat here is that 

it is quite difficult to bring a number of institutional variables, such as concurrent 

elections, electoral system and regime type, to any kind of empirical testing. For 

example, with respect to concurrent elections, among our countries of interest in 

Western and Eastern Europe, only Sweden exhibits or implements concurrent elections, 

with national and local elections being held concurrently. Similarly, looking at electoral 

system and regime type, almost all of the countries of interest in Western and Eastern 

Europe are parliamentary democracies, with proportional representation. Given these 

scenarios, it is therefore difficult to compare these systems to see which institutional 

factors do matter in predicting a citizen’s decision of whether or not to vote. Moreover, 

we can state quite unequivocally that the rational choice model fares badly in explaining 

propensity to vote at the individual level.  
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9.2.3 Which Explanatory Variables are Most ‘Consistently Effective’ 

Having tested the various types of effect on the decision to vote in these models across 

new and established democracies, a number of conclusions can be reached with regard 

to which variables we find to be most important across the four geo-political regions. 

Firstly, beginning with the baseline model (Socio-Demographic Resource Model), age 

and socio-economic status are confirmed consistently significant effects across the four 

regions. Secondly, the mobilisational variables matter a great deal: that is, membership 

of civil society organisations such as trade unions and party identification significantly 

increase the chances of turning out to vote. Thirdly, the political cultural attitudes (i.e. 

efficacy, interest and political trust) make a significant difference to people’s propensity 

of whether or not to vote in elections – especially political interest. 

 

9.3 CONCLUSION  

In a nutshell, putting together all the five theoretical frameworks that I have empirically 

tested in Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8, our findings reveal some similarities across the four 

regions especially with regards to resource, mobilisational and political cultural factors. 

Rational choice factors do not seem to matter much at all, and the impact of institutional 

factors is somewhat mixed and intrinsically harder to assess. Overall, this suggests that 

the first three models referred to that have been developed in the older democracies of 

Western Europe and US to explain people’s decision to vote are of general applicability 

in most instances and help us understand propensity to participate in elections across in 

the democratic world. Rational choice and institutional explanations are either 

unconvincing or have more limited application. An important implication of this is that 

political organisation, whether they are political parties or non-electoral institutions 

such as trade unions or churches, continue to play an important role across all types of 
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society in developing people’s political knowledge and identities, and in inspiring them 

to take part in the democratic process. They do this in interaction with features of social 

structure such as class or religious background, and help to foster political interest and 

efficacy.  
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CHAPTER 10 

CONCLUSION 

 

In this final chapter, I will elaborate on the results, implications and limitations of this 

study. That is, I will discuss the limitations of what I have been able to do here, the 

implications of the results for the wider research field of political participation, and I 

will then round things up by suggesting a number of directions for future research. 

Before embarking on these issues, I will briefly summarise the main findings.  

 

10.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

From of the onset of this thesis, a prime objective has been to enable us to assess the 

validity and applicability of models of electoral participation with regards to new or 

emerging democracies (i.e., Africa, East Asia and Eastern Europe). Having tested the 

various explanations of the decision to vote in these models/across the geo-political 

regions, the major conclusion is that while some of the models are largely applicable in 

these emerging democracies, others are not. The approaches that perform best are the 

resources, mobilisational and cultural models. First, among the socio-demographic 

resource factors, age proves to be significant in the pooled African, Eastern European 

and East Asian data: older citizens are far more likely to vote than younger ones (as is 

generally true of established Western democracies). Socio-economic status generally 

proves significant as well. Second, membership of civil society organisations such as 

trade unions and party identification (i.e. having party ties) significantly increases the 

chances of turning out to vote. Third, political cultural attitudes (i.e. political interest, 
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trust and – to a lesser extent - efficacy) make a significant difference as to who turns out 

at the polling stations, with the partial exception of East Asia.  

On the other hand, our results across the four geo-political regions offer some 

contradictory results: Thus, while the impact of political institutional context is often 

significant, the nature and direction of this impact seem to vary in inconsistent ways 

across the regions. In other cases, explanatory variables appear to function in an 

opposite direction than would be expected. For instance, attitudes such as perception of 

the country’s economy and individual perception of one’s own living conditions did not 

seem to have positive impacts on people’s decision to turn out. In fact, the result in 

Africa and East Asia reveals that those who had a less positive evaluation of their 

country’s economy tend to participate at a higher rate compared to those whose 

evaluation of the economy was positive.  

That said, these relationships were non-significant anyway. It was also surprising to 

observe across the three emerging democracy regions a non-significant relationship 

between satisfaction with democracy and voting, although in every case the relationship 

was signed positively, as predicted. The result was also surprising with regards to 

education and voting in the case of East Asia, where it appeared that the propensity to 

vote was higher among those with poor or lower education than among those with a 

higher level of education. Regardless of some of these contradictory results, however, 

the bigger picture in relation to voting in emerging democracies confirms that political 

behaviour of voters or citizens in these regions is influenced by many of the same 

factors that determine the electoral behaviour of citizens in established democracies. All 

in all, this result also suggests the need to examine the determinants of electoral 

participation by focusing on individual countries across emerging democracies or  
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across particular regions within the same continent (e.g., Francophone and 

Commonwealth nations with respect to sub-Saharan Africa and North Africa); this will 

not only help to interrogate the data more closely, but more importantly, it will help 

counter the tendency of treating new democracies in post-Communist Europe, sub-

Saharan Africa and East Asia as a monolithic bloc.  

 

10.2 LIMITATIONS 

Every study has its caveats, and in this section, I will address some of the limitations of 

this thesis. Firstly, with respect to the contextual level variables, there are many other 

factors that I have been unable to address in this thesis. Although comparable survey 

datasets have provided an opportunity to study people’s motivations to engage in 

electoral politics, nevertheless, they cannot address every conceivable influence in the 

political, economic and social environments that might cause individuals to act in 

different ways across regional and national contexts. In order to illustrate this point, 

Gallego (2015, p. 196) argues that the Nordic countries tend to have a comprehensive 

and universalistic welfare state, strong unions, PR electoral systems and low-income 

inequality. This implies if we therefore uncover that citizens in these countries are more 

likely to vote than citizens from Eastern Europe, African or East Asia, we may suspect 

that there is something in this Nordic context that fosters participation. The question 

which arises is how does researcher tackle such a problem? Gallego contends that 

researchers usually employ a regression framework in which the behaviour of interest is 

regressed against the preferred contextual feature to specify which contextual 

characteristics are considered important. This is of course exactly what I have done in 

this thesis. Nevertheless, the shortcoming of this approach is that because the potential 
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range of differences between countries and regions are so many, the number of 

potentially omitted variables are enormous. Much of the time, therefore, we are unable 

to tell with precision what it is exactly about the context that affects participation.  

Secondly, in order to explain people’s propensity to turn out in elections at the 

individual level, it is important to stress that I tested this with self-reported turnout as a 

measure of participation. The limitation of relying on self-reporting is that it is often 

clouded with too much over-reporting by individuals who claimed to have voted while 

they actually did not do so. That said, we have no reason to expect over-reporting to 

vary much by social group, country or region, and therefore it should not bias our 

estimates. Thirdly, the findings in this study are restricted only to a group of countries 

that have succeeded in consolidating their democracies and which have little risk of 

electoral malpractice such as vote-buying, rigging or intimidation. As such, my results 

should not be taken explain why people vote in undemocratic or authoritarian regimes. 

This study is strictly limited to functioning democracies in which elections are widely 

regarded as free and fair.  

Fourthly, our inability to rely on a comprehensive survey incorporating identical 

question wordings across all the regions clearly means that there is a chance that some 

of the differences or results obtained across the different regions might simply be 

artefactual rather than substantive. As far as possible, however, I have tried to identify 

and use functionally equivalent variables where this has been a problem. Finally, some 

of the survey data used in this study (mostly across the new democracies of Eastern 

Europe, sub-Saharan Africa and East Asia) were in fact gathered a decade ago. So, this 

study does not tell us how things might have developed in these regions since then with 

respect to the factors influencing people’s propensity to turnout. More recent data might 
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generate some different results, of course. Nevertheless, the range of cases on which this 

thesis draws is considerable enough for us to be confident of the broad thrust of the 

findings. 

 

10.3 IMPLICATIONS  

In the section, I am going to draw out some of the broader implications of this thesis. 

First, the results obtained in this thesis point to the fact that the determinants of voting 

cannot be predicted or explained by a single theoretical model or by a single set of 

variables. In fact, across the four regions, evidence suggests that various individual and 

country level factors play a role in influencing citizen’s propensity to turnout, albeit to 

varying degrees of significance. Our analysis therefore illustrates the importance of 

providing some theoretical breadth when considering what drives electoral participation, 

while avoiding the temptation of a ‘kitchen sink’ approach. 

Secondly, some of the results have practical implications for the conduct of future 

elections in these regions. In an age of widespread declining turnout, it would seem that 

countries could seek to do a number of things that would weaken or reverse such a 

trend. Thus, the pursuit of greater socio-economic equality would logically seem to be a 

factor that could have such an affect (at least in each of the regions except Africa), and 

providing wider access to higher levels of education should have a similar effect in each 

region except East Asia. An active civil society in which as many citizens as possible 

are engaged in organisations such as trade unions and churches is another factor that can 

be expected to keep electoral participation at a maximum. Institutional arrangements 

such as the concurrent staging of elections (in Africa and East Asia) would help to boost 

turnout (and reduce the financial costs of running elections separately), while the use of 
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PR electoral systems (in Eastern Europe) could also stimulate participation. Finally, it is 

incumbent on politicians everywhere to avoid actions and behaviour that might 

undermine trust in them and the wider political system. None of these recommendations 

are necessarily achieved easily, of course – but they do seem to be the logical 

implications of the research findings uncovered in the thesis. 

 

10.4 FUTURE RESEARCH  

In the light of our findings, what can be suggested about the future direction of research 

on political and electoral participation? First, on a methodological level, in our final 

models (i.e. Model V) we observed a significant improvement in the estimates of some 

individual level factors when the contextual level factors were added, which serves to 

reemphasise the need for research to incorporate both individual-level and contextual 

variables in theoretical and methodological strategies when studying political 

behaviour.  

Second, while I have covered a good deal of ground in attempting to explain electoral 

participation across new democracies, there is scope to extend this approach to other 

new and emerging democracies. An obvious case would be Latin America (e.g. using 

Latinbarometer surveys) in order to develop an even more truly general explanation of 

turnout at the individual level.  

Third, the confirmation in this thesis across all four regions that age is an important 

factor for voter turnout carries implications for future research and possible political 

action. The thesis adds further confirmation of the world-wide tendency of young 

people to abstain from voting. Since young people are generally considered ‘future 

democrats’ this is a worrying finding, which points to the continuing and particular need 
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for research that aims to understand the reasons for political disengagement among 

young citizens and what steps might be taken to counteract it. 

Fourth, as previously mentioned above, one of the limitations of this thesis is that we 

were unable to make direct comparison between some of the models we ran in the 

various regions. In part, this is because some variables exist for some countries/region, 

but not in others; but also, even when we had similar variables, the exact question 

wordings are sometimes a little different. This being said, as far as future direction of 

research is concerned, this thesis shows there is a need to work with a comprehensive 

set of survey data that includes a multitude of countries from around the globe in order 

to examine comparatively what affects people’s decision of whether to vote or not to 

vote. The utility of such a data would be that the survey questions and wordings will be 

uniform across the regions. The comparative survey for electoral system (i.e. CSES) is 

already moving in this direction, but there is a need for it to incorporate more countries 

from the global South. The World Values Survey does incorporate a wide range of 

countries, including both established and emerging democracies, from across the globe: 

however, the question about electoral participation is not ideal since it does not ask 

directly whether respondents actually voted in recent national elections, but rather asks 

‘When elections take place, do you vote always, usually or never?’ 

Fifth, one avenue for future research will be the re-examination of some of the classic 

accounts of the role of gender in voting. As observed in the literature, the traditional 

assertion is that men tend to participate more than women, but our findings indicate this 

is simply not the case. Rather, the gender gap is fast closing-up in both established and 

emerging democracies. Is this because of the growing inclination of younger women to 

participate or is it a cross-generational phenomenon? 
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Sixth, since the findings of this thesis have categorically shown that an individual’s 

decision to vote is influenced by both personal demographic and national-level 

contextual characteristics, one agenda for future research dealing with electoral 

participation at the individual level will be to consider these two levels not just through 

regular multivariate modelling but with multilevel level modelling as the number of 

cases increases.  Again, this depends on the availability of appropriate data, of course. 

Finally, and relatedly, future research might make better use of localised contextual 

data. In this thesis, we have relied heavily on what might be thought of as the Michigan 

as opposed to Columbia school of thought in explaining electoral participation at the 

individual level. In relying on the Michigan school, our explanation for people’s 

decision of whether or not to vote has been determined by the degree to which voters 

possess different characteristics and resources such as age, gender or different kinds of 

socioeconomic resources such as education, income or occupational status, as well as 

cultural attitudinal factors such as political interest, efficacy and political trust. In 

relying on the Michigan school that has its roots on the works of Campbell et al. (1960), 

I have followed in the tradition of using survey data of random samples of individuals in 

national context. However, the weakness in using these survey data is that individuals 

are usually assumed to be independent of each other in the statistical analyses that are 

then carried out on the samples.  

However, an alternative for future research would be focus more on the Columbia 

school’s approach, which is based on the view that politics and more specifically 

people’s decision of whether to or not vote can be better understood as a social 

phenomenon (i.e. people’s decisions to vote are always taken in a social context). Thus, 

a good avenue for future research would be examine social contexts such as family, 
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peer-groups, school, residential area and workplace to see how the interactions that 

occur within these places influence people’s decisions to vote in elections. Important 

questions that could be posed then are: How do parents/other family members influence 

an individual’s electoral participation? Or do friends affects how one think and act in 

the political arena? To answer these questions, the standard approach of using survey 

data needs to be complemented using population wide register data. At the time of 

writing, one project (i.e. CONPOL Project at the University of Uppsala, Sweden) is 

already using the Swedish register data via population registers provided by Statistics 

Sweden to examine how individuals arrive at the decision to vote by analysing the 

different social setting
23

.  

 

                                                           
23

 http://www.statsvet.uu.se/forskning/nya-forskningsprojekt/ 



324 

 

 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY  

Abramson, P. R. and Aldrich, J. H. (1982) ‘The decline of electoral participation in 

America’, American Political Science Review 76: 502 - 21. 

Acton, Ciaran, Miller, Robert L., Fullerton, D., Maltby, John and Acton, Ciaran (2009) 

SPSS statistics for social scientists. 2nd edition. Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan.  

Afrobarometer Round 3 (2008). Data Codebook for the 18 Country merged data Set and 

corresponding survey data. 

Afshartous, D. (1995). Determination of sample size for multilevel model design.  

                   Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational           

                   Research Association,  San Francisco, CA. 

Almond, Gabriel A., and Sidney Verba (1963). The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes 

and Democracy in Five Nations. Sage Publications.   

Alcañiz, Isabella, and Timothy Hellwig (2010). "Who’s to Blame? The Distribution of 

Responsibility in Developing Democracies." British Journal of Political Science 

41(2):389-411.  

Asiabarometer; Wave 2; 13 Countries in East Asia, 5 Countries in South Asia 2005-

2008, data code books and corresponding survey data.  

Armingeon, Klaus, Christian Isler, Laura Knöpfel, David Weisstanner and Sarah Engler. 

(2016) Comparative Political Data Set 1960-2014.Bern: Institute of Political 

Science, University of Berne. 

 



325 

 

 

 

Ballmer-Cao, Thanh-Huyen and Lea Sgier (1998). ‘‘Die Wahlbeteiligung in der 

Schweiz – Eine geschlechtsspezifische Untersuchung anhand der 

Nationalratswahlen 1995“, in Hanspeter Kriesi, Wolf Linder and Ulrich Klöti 

(eds.). Selects. Die Schweizer Wahlen 1995. Bern: Haupt, pp. 101-129. 

Becker, R. (2004) ‘Voter turnouts in East and West Germany’, German Politics 13: 1 - 

19. 

Bennett, Stephen E. (1986). Apathy in America, 1960-1984: Causes and Consequences 

of Citizens’ Political Indifference. Transnational Publisher, Inc. New York. 

Berman, B., Eyoh, D. & Kymlicka, W. (Eds) (2004) Ethnicity and Democracy in Africa 

(Oxford: James Currey). 

Beer. S.H (1974) Modern political development. New York, Random House.  

Burkhart, R.E.&Lewis Beck, M. (1994). Comparative democracy: The economic 

development thesis, American Political Science Review 88: 903–910. 

Blais, A. (2006). What affects voter turnout? Annual Review of Political Science, 9, 

111-125. 

Blais, André (2000). To Vote or Not to Vote – The merits and limits of rational choice 

theory. University of Pittsburgh Press.   

Blais, André and Carty, Kenneth (1990). Does Proportional representation foster voter 

turnout? European journal of political research 18, pp. 167-81.  

Blais, A. and Dobrzynska, A. (1998). Turnout in electoral democracies. European 

Journal of Political Research 33, pp. 239–261. 



326 

 

 

 

Bratton, Michael, Bhavnani, Ravi and Tse-Hsin, Chen (2012). Voting intentions in 

Africa: Ethnic, Economic or Partisan? Commonwealth and Comparative 

Politics, 50:1, pp. 27-52. 

Bratton, M., Chu, Y. and M. Lagos (2010) “Who votes? Implications for new 

democracies”, Taiwan Journal of Democracy, 6(1), pp. 1-30.   

Bratton, M. (1999) ‘Political Participation in a New Democracy – Institutional 

Considerations from Zambia’, Comparative Political Studies 32: 549–88. 

Bratton, M., R. Mattes and E. Gyimah-Boadi (2005) Public Opinion, Democracy and 

Market Recovery in Africa. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bratton, Michael (2003) “Islam, Democracy and Public Opinion in Africa,” African 

Affairs 102, 493-501. 

Bratton, Michael. (1998). Second elections in Africa. Journal of Democracy, 9(3), 51-

66. 

Brady, Henry E, Verba, Sidney and Lehman Schlozman, Kay (1995). Beyond SES: A 

Resource Model of Political Participation; The American Political Science 

Review; Vol 89, No 2, pp. 271- 294. 

Bollen, K.A. (1993). Liberal democracy: Validity and source biases in cross-national 

measures, American Journal of Political Science 37: 1207–1230. 

Bühlmann, M. and Freitag, M. (2006) ‘Individual and contextual determinants of 

electoral participation’, Swiss Political Science Review 12: 13-48. 

Beauregard, Katrine (2014). "Gender, political participation and electoral systems: A 

cross-national analysis." European Journal of Political Research 53: 617–634.  



327 

 

 

 

Burns, N., Schlozman, K.L. and Verba, S. (2001). The private roots of public action: 

Gender, equality and political participation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 

Boix, C. (2011) Democracy, development and the international system. American 

political science review, 105(4), pp. 809-828.  

Birch, S. (2010). Perceptions of electoral fairness and voter turnout. Comparative 

Political Studies, 43, 1601-1622. 

Black, J. (1991). Reforming the context of the voting process in Canada: Lessons from 

other democracies. In H. Bakvis (ed.), Voter turnout in Canada. Toronto: 

Dundurn Press. 

Blaydes, l (2011) Elections and distributive politics in Mubarak’s Egypt. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.   

Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., Miller, W. E., & Stokes, D. E. (1960). The American 

voter. New York, NY: Wiley. 

Carter, J.R., 1984. Early projections and voter turnout in the 1980 presidential election. 

Public Choice 43, 195-202. 

Caramani, Daniele (2008). Comparative Politics. Oxford University Press. 

Caramani, Daniele (2009). Introduction to Comparative Method with Boolean algebra. 

Quantitative Application in the Social Sciences. Sage Publication. 

Campbell, A., Gurin, G., Miller, W. E. and Stokes, D. E. (1954) The Voter Decides, 

Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 



328 

 

 

 

Ceka Besir (2012). The Perils of Political Competition: Explaining Participation and 

Trust in Political Parties in Eastern Europe. Comparative Political Studies 46(12) 

1610–1635.  

Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (www.cses.org). CSES MODULE 3, 2015.  

Cheibub, Jose (2007) “Reforming Presidential and Semi-Presidential Democracies". 

               Available at: http://www.bibliojuridica.org/libros/6/2748/5.pdf. 

 

Chang, A and Yen-Chen Tang (2013) Electoral Participation under Diverse Regimes in 

East Asia. Working series: No 88 Asiabarometer and the Globalbarometer.  

Chin James Ung-Ho. Malaysia: The Barisan National Supremacy. In John Fuh-Sheng 

Hsieh and David Newman, eds., How Asia Votes. New York: Chatham House, 

2002. 

Craig, S. C., & Maggiotto, M. A. (1982). Measuring political efficacy. Political 

Methodology, 8, 85-109. 

Curtice, John (2002). “The state of election studies: Mid-life crisis or new youth?”   

Electoral Studies 21 (2002) 161–168. 

Curtice J. (2007) Comparative opinion surveys. I Russel J. Dalton & Hans-Dieter 

Klingemann (red.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior: 896-909. 

Cleary, Matthew R., and Susan Carol Stokes. 2006. Democracy and the Culture of 

Skepticism: Political Trust in Argentina and Mexico. New York: Russell Sage 

Foundation. 



329 

 

 

 

Culter, Neal E and Vern l. Bergtson (1974) ‘‘Age and Political Alienation: Maturation, 

Generation and Period Effects’’. Annals of the American Academy of Political 

and Social Sciences 415 (Political Consequences of Aging): 160 -175.  

Chang, Eric C., and Yun-han Chu (2006). Corruption and Trust: Exceptionalism in 

Asian Democracies? Journal of Politics 68(2): 259–71.  

Cox, M. (2003). When trust matters: Explaining differences in voter turnout. Journal of 

Common Market Studies, 41(4), 757–770. 

Cox, G.W., Munger, M.C., (1989). Closeness, expenditures and turnout in the 1982 US 

house elections. American Political Science Review 83 (1), 217-230. 

Clarke, H. D. and Acock, A. C. (1989) ‘National elections and political attitudes’, 

British Journal of Political Science 19: 551-62. 

Crewe, I. (1981). Electoral participation. In D. Butler, H.R. Penniman & A. Ranney 

(eds.), Democracy at the polls: comparative study of competitive national 

elections. Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute. 

Dalton, Russel J. (2000). The decline of party identification. In parties without 

partisans: Political change in advanced industrial democracies, ed. R. J. Dalton 

and M. P. Wattenberg.  Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.  

Dalton, R. J. and Hans-Dieter Klingemann (2009) The Oxford handbook of Political 

Behaviour. Oxford, Oxford University Press.   

Dalton R. J. (1984) Cognitive Mobilization and Partisan Dealignment in Advanced 

Democracies. The Journal of Politics, Vol 46(1) pp. 264-284. 

Dalton RJ, D. C. Shin and Yun-han Chu (2008) Party Politics in East Asia: Citizens, 

elections, and democratic development. Lynne Rienner.  



330 

 

 

 

Downs, A. (1957) An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper and Row. 

Diwakar, Rekha (2008). Voter turnout in the India states: An empirical analysis. Journal 

of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 18 (1), pp. 75 – 100.   

Duverger, Maurice (1955). The Political Role of Women. New York: UNESCO. 

Erdmann, G. (2007) Ethnicity, Voter Alignment and Political Party Affiliation – An 

African Case: Zambia, GIGA Working Papers No. 45 (Hamburg: German 

Institute for Global and Area Studies). 

Endersby, J. W., & Krieckhaus, J. T. (2008). Turnout around the globe: The influence of 

electoral institutions on national voter participation, 1972–2000. Electoral 

Studies, 27, 601-610. 

Ellis Andrew, Maria Gratschew, Joh H. Pammett, Erin Thiessen and al: (2006)                      

            Engaging the electorate: Initiative to promote voter turnout from around the  

           world; International IDEA publication. 

Eurobarometer (Codebooks) Consolidation of democracy in Central and Eastern Europe 

1990-2001. 

Freedom House (various years). Freedom in the world: Political rights and civil 

liberties. New York: Freedom House.  

Fisher, J, Denver, D.  and Hands, G.   (2006)   'Party membership and campaign activity 

in Britain: the impact of electoral performance'. Party Politics, 12 (4).  pp. 505 -

 519. 

Franklin, Mark N.  (1996).  "Electoral Participation."  In Comparing Democracies: 

Elections and Voting in Global Perspective, eds.  Lawrence LeDuc, Richard G. 

Niemi and Pippa Norris.  Thousand Oaks, California: Sage.  216-35.  



331 

 

 

 

Franklin, Mark N (2002).  "The Dynamics of Electoral Participation."  In Comparing 

Democracies 2: New Challenges in the Study of Elections and Voting, eds.  

Lawrence LeDuc, Richard G. Niemi and Pippa Norris, 2nd ed.  London; 

Thousand Oaks: Sage.  

Franklin, Mark N (2004). Voter Turnout and the Dynamics of Electoral Competition in 

Established Democracies since 1945.  Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Franklin, M., & Hirczy de Miño, W. P. (1998). Separated powers, divided government, 

and turnout in U.S. presidential elections. American Journal of Political Science, 

42(1), 316-326. 

Ferree, K. (2006) Explaining South Africa’s Racial Census, Journal of Politics, 68(4), 

pp. 803–815. 

Filer, J.E., Kenny, L.W., 1980. Voter turnout and the benefits of voting. Public Choice 

35, 575-585. 

Field, Andy P. (2009) Discovering statistics using SPSS. 4rd ed. London: SAGE 

Gallego Aina (2015) Unequal Political Participation Worldwide. Cambridge: University 

Press. 

Gabriel, O. W. and van Deth, J. W. (1995) ‘Political interest’, in J. W. van Deth and E. 

Scarbrough (eds), The Impact of Values, Oxford: Oxford.  

Gastil, R.D. (1979). Freedom in the world: Political rights and civil liberties. New 

York: Freedom House. 

Gallagher, M and Paul Mitchell (2005) The Politics of Electoral Systems. Oxford:  



332 

 

 

 

                 Oxford University Press.  

Geddes (1990). “How the cases you choose affect the answers you get: Selection bias in 

comparative politics”. Political Analysis 2(1). 

Gerring John (2007) Case study research: principles and practices: Cambridge 

University press. 

Gerald L. Curtis (1971) Electoral Campaigning Japanese Style. New York: 

           Columbia University Press.  

Geys, B. (2006). Voter turnout: A review of aggregate-level research. Electoral Studies, 

25, pp. 637-663. 

Geertz, Clifford (1963) Old Societies and New States. New York: Free Press.  

Guy Peters B (2005) Institutional Theory in Political Science: The ‘New 

Institutionalism’. Gosport, Ashford Colour Press Ltd. 

Gerber, A. S., & Green, D. P. (2000a). The effects of canvassing, telephone calls, and 

direct mail on voter turnout: A field experiment. American Political Science 

Review, 94(3), 653–663. 

Gerber, A. S., & Green, D. P. (2000b). The effect of a nonpartisan get-out-the-vote 

drive: An experimental study of leafleting. Journal of Politics, 62(3), 846–857. 

Goldstein, H. (1995). Multilevel statistical models. New York, NY: Oxford University 

Press, pp. 390-411. 

Greenland S. (2000). Principles of multilevel modelling. International Journal of                    

                 Epidemiology 29:158–167. 

Huntington, S. (1991). The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth 

Century. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press. 



333 

 

 

 

Hadjar A. and Beck Michael (2010) Who does not participate in Elections in Europe 

and why is this? European Societies, 12:4, 521-542.  

Horowitz, D. (1991) A Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Engineering in a 

Divided Society (Berkeley: University of California Press). 

Horowitz, D. (1985) Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California 

Press). 

Helliwell, J.F. (1994). Empirical linkage between democracy and economic growth, 

British Journal of Political Science 24: 225–248. 

International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.  2002.  Voter Turnout 

since 1945: A Global Report.  Stockholm:  International IDEA, second edition. 

Inglehart, Ronald and Pippa Norris (2003).  Rising Tide: Gender Equality and Cultural 

Change Around the World.  New York:  Cambridge University Press. 

Isakson Ann-Sofie (2014) Political Participation in Africa: The role of Individual 

Resources; Electoral Studies Vol 32 pp 244-260.  

Isaksson Ann-Sofie (2010) Political participation in Africa: Participatory inequalities 

and the role of resources. Working papers in Economics, No (462), Department 

of Economics School of Business, Economics and Law at University of 

Gothenburg.  

Jankowski Thomas B and Strate John M. (1995) ‘‘Modes of Participation over the Adult 

Life Span’’ Political behaviour 17 (1): 89 – 106.  

Jackman, Robert W. (1987). Political Institutions and Voters Turnout in the Industrial 

Democracies, The American Political Science Review, Vol 81, No 2, pp. 405-

424. 



334 

 

 

 

Jackman, R. W., and R. A. Miller.  1995.  "Voter Turnout in the Industrial Democracies 

during the 1980s."  Comparative Political Studies 27: 467-92. 

Juma, Calestous. “Why Africa Needs to Lower its Voting Age to 16.” The Guardian,      

           February 9, 2011.  

Hamilton, L. C. (2002). Statistics with stata. College Station, TX: Stata Corporation. 

Johnston, R, Cutts, D., Pattie, C.  and Fisher, J. (2012) 'We've got them on the list: 

Contacting, canvassing and voting in a British general election 

campaign'. Electoral Studies, 31 (2).  pp. 317 - 329. 

John Fuh-Sheng Hsieh and David Newman (2002) How Asia Votes. New York: 

Chatham House.  

Jones, Kelvyn (1997). “Multilevel Approaches to Modelling Contextuality: From 

Nuisance to Substance in the Analysis of Voting Behaviour”, in G.P. Westert 

and R.N. Verhoeff (eds.). Places and people: Multilevel modelling in 

geographical research. Utrecht: The Royal Dutch Geographical Society, pp. 19-

43.  

Jones. B. S. & Steenbergen, M. R (1997) Modelling multilevel data. Paper prepared for 

the 14th annual meeting of the Political Methodology Society, Columbus, OH.  

Harder J. and J. A. Krosnick (2008) Why Do People Vote? A Psychological Analysis of 

the Causes of Voter Turnout. Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 64 (3) pp. 525—549.  

Healey, Joseph F. (2012) Statistics: a tool for social research. 9th edition, International 

edition. [Belmont, Calif.]: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.0. 



335 

 

 

 

Karp Jeffrey A.  & Caitlin Milazzo (2015) Democratic Scepticism and Political 

Participation in Europe, Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 25:1, 

97-110. 

Karp J. A. and Susan A. Banducci (2008). Political Efficacy and Participation in 

Twenty-Seven Democracies: How Electoral Systems Shape Political Behaviour. 

British Journal of Political Science, Vol. 38, No. 2, pp. 311-334.  

King, A. (1969). "Political Parties in Western Democracies." Polity 2: 112-41. 

Kuenzi, M., & Lambright, G. M. S. (2011). Who votes in Africa? An examination of 

electoral participation in 10 African countries. Party Politics, 17, 767-799. 

Kuenzi, M. & Lambright, G. (2007) Voter turnout in Africa’s multiparty regimes, 

Comparative Political Studies, 40(6), pp. 665–690. 

Kim, Seok-Eun. 2005. The Role of Trust in the Modern Administrative State: An 

Integrative Model. Administration and Society 37(5): 611–35. 

Kostadinova, Tatiana. (2003). “Voter Turnout Dynamics in Post-Communist Europe.” 

European Journal of Political Research 42 (6): 741–759. 

Lanning, K. (2008). Democracy, voting, and disenfranchisement in the United States: A 

social psychological perspective. Journal of Social Issues, 64, 431–446. 

Lazarsfeld, Paul F., Bernhard Berelson and Hazel Gaudet (1948). The Peoples Choice. 

How the Voter makes up his Mind in a Presidential Campaign. New York: 

Columbia University Press.  

Klesner, J. L. (2007). Social capital and political participation in Latin America: 

Evidence from Argentina, Chile, Mexico, and Peru. Latin American Research 

Review, 42, 1-32. 



336 

 

 

 

Ladner, A., Milner, H., 1999. Do voters turn out more under proportional than 

majoritarian systems? The evidence from Swiss communal elections. Electoral 

Studies 18, 235-250. 

LeDue L., Niemi Richard G., and Norris Pippa (1996) Comparing democracies: 

Elections and Voting in Global Perspective. Thousand Oaks, Calif. Sage.  

Leighley, J.E. and Nagler, J. (1992). Individual and systemic influences on turnout: 

Who votes? 1984. Journal of Politics, 54(3), 718–740. 

Lever, H. (1979) Ethnicity and voting patterns in South Africa, Political Studies, 27(3), 

pp. 458–468. 

Lindberg, S. & Morrison, M. (2005) Exploring voter alignments in Africa: core and 

swing voters in Ghana, Journal of Modern African Studies, 43(4), pp. 565–568. 

Levitsky, S. and Way, L.A. (2010) Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes after 

the Cold War Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Lewis-Beck, Michael S. & Stegmaier, Mary (2000) Economic determinants of electoral 

outcomes, Annual Review of Political Science, 3, pp. 183–219. 

Lewis-Beck, Michael S. & Stegmaier, Mary (2008) The Economic Vote in Transitional 

Democracies. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 18: 3,303-323. 

Lijphart, Arend. 1971. "Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method." American 

Political Science Review 65:682- 693. 

Maas, CJM & Hox, JJ (2005). Sufficient sample sizes for multilevel modeling.  

           Methodology, 1, 86-92. 

Macpherson, C. B: (1977), The life and time of liberal democracy; Oxford: Oxford  



337 

 

 

 

          University Press. 

McLaughlin, E. (2008) Beyond the racial census: the political salience ofethnolinguistic 

cleavages in South Africa, Comparative Political Studies, 40(4), pp. 435–456. 

Michelson, M. R. (2003). Getting out the Latino vote: How door-to-door canvassing 

influences voter turnout in rural central California. Political Behavior, 25(3), 

247–263. 

Millard Frances: (1999), Polish politics and society; London; New York: Routledge. 

Mo, Jongryn, David Brady, and Jaehun Ro. 1991‘‘Urbanization and Voter Turnout in 

Korea: An Update’’. Political Behavior 13:21-31. 

Miller, A. H. and Listhaug, O. (1990) ‘Political parties and confidence in government’, 

British Journal of Political Science 20: 357-86. 

Miller, A. H., Gurin, P., Gurin, G., & Malanchuk, O. (1981). Group consciousness and 

political participation. American Journal of Political Science, 25(3), 494–511. 

McAllister, Daniel J. (1995). Affect and Cognition-Based Trust as Foundations for 

Interpersonal Cooperation in Organizations. Academy of Management Journal 

38(1): 24–59. 

Mill, J. S. (1848/1875). A system of logic: Ratiocinative and inductive: Being a 

connected view of the principles of evidence and the method of scientific 

investigation, Vol 1 (9
th

 ed.). London: Longmans, Green Reader, and Dyer.  

Norris, Pippa (1996) Mobilising the ‘Women's Vote’: The Gender-Generation Gap in  

           Voting Behaviour. Parliamentary Affairs, Volume 49, Issue 2,1, Pages 333–342.  

Norris, Pippa (2002).  Democratic Phoenix:  Reinventing Political Activism.  New 

York:  Cambridge University Press. 



338 

 

 

 

Newman David. Hong Kong: A Decade of Change. In John Fuh-Sheng Hsieh and David 

Newman, eds., How Asia Votes. New York: Chatham House, 2002. 

O’Donnell, G.,&Schmitter, P C. (1986). Transitions from authoritarian rule: Tentative 

conclusions about uncertain democracies. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 

Press. 

Orvista Marta, Caplanova Anetta and Hudson John (2005). Intended electoral 

participation in transitional countries, Economics of Governance, Vol 6(3) pp. 

211 – 228.  

Olorunsola, V. (1972) The Politics of Cultural Sub-nationalism in Africa (Garden City, 

NJ: Doubleday). 

Park Chan Wook. Elections in Democratizing Korea. In John Fuh-Sheng Hsieh and 

David Newman, eds., How Asia Votes. New York: Chatham House, 2002. 

Pattie, C. and Johnston, R. (2001) ‘Losing the voters’ trust’, British Journal of Politics 

and International Relations 3: 191-222. 

Putnam, R. D. (2000) Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American 

Community, New York: Simon and Schuster. 

Putnam, R. D (1993) (1993) Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern 

Italy Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Pacek, Alexander C., Grigore Pop-Eleches, and Joshua A. Tucker. 2009. “Disenchanted 

or Discerning: Voter Turnout in Post-Communist Countries.” The Journal of 

Politics 71 (2): 473–491. 

Pacek, Alexander C. (1994) Macroeconomic conditions and electoral politics in east 

central Europe, American Journal of Political Science, 38(3), pp. 723–744. 



339 

 

 

 

Pérez-Liñán, A. (2001). Neoinsitutional accounts of voter turnout: Moving beyond 

industrial democracies. Electoral Studies, 20, 281-297. 

Powell, G.B. (1980). Voting turnout in thirty democracies. In. R. Rose (ed.), Electoral 

participation. Beverly Hills: Sage. 

Powell, G.B. (1982). Contemporary democracies: Participation, stability and violence. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Posner, D. (2005) Institutions and Ethnic Politics in Africa (New York: Cambridge 

University Press).  

Przeworski, Adam, and Henry Teune (1970). The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry. 

New York: Wiley-Interscience. 

Przeworski, Adam et al (2000). Democracy and Development: Political Institutions and  

           Well-Being in the World. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Peter A. Hall and Rosemary C. R (1996): Political Science and the Three New 

Institutionalisms. Political Studies, Vol 44 (5) pp 936-957.    

Pietsch, J., Miller Michael and Jeffrey A. Karp (2015) Public Support for Democracy in 

Transitional Regimes, Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, Vol 25, 

No. 1, 1–9.  

Pye, Lucien (1966) Aspects of Political development. Boston: Little Brown.  

Ragin, C (1987) The comparative method: moving beyond qualitative and quantitative 

strategies. Berkeley, Calif.; London: University of California Press.  

Rood Steven. Election as Complicated and Important Events in the Philippines. In John 

Fuh-Sheng Hsieh and David Newman, eds., How Asia Votes. New York: 

Chatham House, 2002. 



340 

 

 

 

Ragsdale, L. and Rusk, J. G. (1993) ‘Who are non-voters?’ American Journal of 

Political Science 37: 721-46. 

Rabe-Hesketh, Sophia and Anders Skrondal (2012). Multilevel and Longitudinal 

Modelling Using Stata: Volume I. College Station, TX: STATA Press. 

Riker, William H. & Ordeshook, Peter C. (1968) A theory of the calculus of voting, 

American Political Science Review, 62, pp. 25–42. 

Roberts, Nancy C. (2008). The Age of Direct Citizen Participation. ME. Sharpe, New 

York. 

Rosenbaum, W. A (1975). Political Culture, New York Praeger.  

Rosenstone, Steven J. and Hansen, John Mark (1993). Mobilization, Participation and 

Democracy in America. New York; Macmillan.  

Rokkan, Stein. (1966). "Comparative Cross-National Research: The Context of Current 

Efforts." In Comparing Nations: The Use of Quantitative Data in Cross-National 

Research, ed. Ri? chard L. Merritt and Stein Rokkan. New Haven: Yale 

University Press. 

Resnick, Danielle, and Daniela Casale (2011). The Political Participation of Africa’s     

           Youth: Turnout, Partisanship, and Protest. Working Paper, World Institute for     

           Development Economics Research, 56. 

Resnick, Danielle, and Daniela Casale (2014). Young Populations in Young   

          Democracies: Generational Voting Behaviour in Sub-Saharan Africa.  

          Democratization, 21(6), 1172–1194. 



341 

 

 

 

Schumpeter J. A: (1942) Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy; London; New York  

Routledge. 

Scott Ian. 1996. ‘Party Politics and Elections in Transitional Hong Kong’ Asian Journal 

of Political Science 4, no. 1:130-52.  

Strate John M, Charles J. Parrish, Charles D. Elder and Coit Ford (1989) Life Span 

Civic Development and Voting Participation; The American Political Science 

Review; Vol.83(2), pp.443-464. 

Schlozman. K.L, N. Burns and Sidney Verba (1994). Gender and the Pathways to 

Participation: The Role of Resources. The Journal of Politics, Vol. 56, No. 4 pp. 

963-990.  

Smets, Kaat and Van Ham, C. (2013). The embarrassment of riches? A meta-analysis of 

individual level research on voter turnout. Electoral Studies.  

Smets Kaat (2010) A Widening Generational Divide? Assessing the age gap in voter 

turnout between younger and older citizens, PhD dissertation, European 

University Institute.  

Sheerin, C. (2008) Political Efficacy and Youth Non-Voting, Saarbrucken: VDM Verlag 

Dr. Muller. 

Snijders, T. A., & Bosker, R. J. (1999). Multilevel analysis: An introduction to basic 

and advanced multilevel modeling. London, England: Sage. 

Steenbergen and Bradford S. Jones (2002) Modeling Multilevel Data Structures. 

American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 46, No. 1 (Jan., 2002), pp. 218-237.  

Shachar, R., Nalebuff, B., 1999. Follow the leader: theory and evidence on political 

participation. American Economic Review 89 (3), 525-547. 



342 

 

 

 

Scott C. Flanagan, “Mechanisms of Social Network Influence in Japanese Voting 

Behavior,” in Scott C. Flanagan, Shinsaku Kohei, Ichiro Miyake, Bradley M. 

Richardson, and Joji Watanuki, The Japanese Voter (New Haven: Yale 

University Press, 1991). 

Scott C. Flanagan and Bradley M. Richardson. (1977), Japanese Electoral Behavior: 

Social Cleavages, Social Networks, and Partisanship: London: Sage. 

Schmitt, Hermann and Renato Mannheimer (1991). ‘‘About Voting and Non-voting in  

         the European Elections in 1989’’. European Journal of Political Research 19:31-

54.  

Tambe, E. B (2016) Who votes in East Asia? European Journal of East Asian Studies, 

15 (2). pp. 149-173. 

Tambe, E. B (2017a) Electoral participation in African democracies: the impact of 

individual and contextual factors. Commonwealth & Comparative Politics, 55 

(2). pp. 119-140.  

Tambe, E. B. (2017b). [Review] Aina Gallego (2015), Unequal Political Participation         

          Worldwide. Party Politics, 23(5), 605–606. 

Terry Lynn Karl (1986) “Imposing Consent: Electoralism and Democratization in El    

              Salvador,” in Paul W. Drake and Eduardo Silva, eds., Elections and  

             Democratization in Latin America, 1980–1985 (La Jolla, Calif.: University of  

            California-San Diego, Center for International Studies), 9–36. 

Thomas, Craig W. (1998). Maintaining and Restoring Public Trust in Government 

Agencies and their Employees. Administration & Society 30(2): 166–93. 

Thomassen, J. (1994). Special Issue, The intellectual history of election studies:          

http://sro.sussex.ac.uk/66804/
http://sro.sussex.ac.uk/66805/
http://sro.sussex.ac.uk/66805/


343 

 

 

 

                    European Journal of Political Research 25 (3). 

Timpone, R. J. (1998). Structure, behavior, and voter turnout in the United States. 

American Political Science Review, 92(1), 145–158. 

Thies Michael F. Changing How the Japanese Vote: The Promise and Pitfalls of the 

1994 Electoral Reform. In John Fuh-Sheng Hsieh and David Newman, eds., 

How Asia Votes. New York: Chatham House, 2002. 

Teixeira Ruy A: (1984), Why Americans don’t vote: Turnout decline in the United  

            States 1960 – 1984; New York Greenwood Press. 

Tocqueville A. D. (1994), Democracy in America. New York: Knopf:  

Uhlaner, Carole J. (1989). ‘‘Rational Turnout; the neglected role of groups’’ American 

Journal of Political Science 33: pp. 390- 422. 

Verba, Sidney, and Norman H. Nie (1972) Participation in America. New York: Harper 

& Row. 

Verba, S., Nie, N. H., and Kim, J.-O. (1978). Participation and political equality: A 

seven-nation comparison. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Verba, Sidney, Norman Nie, and Jae-on Kim (1978). Participation and Political 

Equality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Van Deth (1998) ‘Comparative Politics: The Problem of Equivalence’ (London: 

Routledge). 

Van Deth, J. (1989). Interest in politics, in M.K. Jennings & J. van Deth (eds.), 

Continuities in Political Action. Berlin: De Gruyter. 

Van Biezen, Ingrid, Peter Mair, and Thomas Poguntke (2011). ‘Going, Going, Gone? 

The Decline of Party Membership in Contemporary Europe’. European Journal 



344 

 

 

 

of Political Research, 51(1): 24–56. 

Van Egmond, M.  (2003) Rain falls on all of us (but some manage to get more wet than 

others): Political context and electoral participation. Doctoral dissertation, 

University of Amsterdam.  

Van Egmond, De Graafi and Van Der Eijk (1998) Electoral participation in the 

Netherlands: Individual and contextual influences. European Journal of Political 

Research 34: 281–300, 1998. 

Webb, Paul and Stephen White (2007) Political Parties in New Democracy. Oxford   

           University Press.  

Wolfinger, R. E. and S. J. Rosenstone (1980) Who Votes? New Haven, CT: Yale 

University Press. 

Wofinger, R. E (1965). The development and Persistence of Ethnic Voting; The 

American Political Science Review, Vol. 59 (4), pp. 896-908.  

Western, Bruce. 1998. "Causal Heterogeneity in Comparative Research: A Bayesian 

Hierarchical Modeling Approach." American Journal of Political Science 

42:1233-1259. 

Yadav, Yogendra (2000). “Understanding the Second Democratic Upsurge:  Trends of 

Bahujan Participation in Electoral Politics in the 1990s” in Francine Frankel, 

Zoya Hasan, Rajeev Bhargava and Balveer Arora (eds.) Transforming India:  

Social and Political Dynamics of Democracy.  Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 

120-145.



345 

 

 

 

 


	PhD Coversheet
	PhD Coversheet

	Tambe, Elvis Bisong



